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The drug industry has some good ar-

guments. I don’t disagree with their ar-
gument that they need money for re-
search. And these new pills have helped 
people. But faced with all of these 
blockbuster drugs that are going off 
patent, and the companies being so 
used to the high rate of return they 
have had—higher than any other Amer-
ican industry—they are pushing the en-
velope way too far in terms of trying to 
keep that level of profitability. 

They ought to understand—and I ask 
my colleague from North Dakota to 
comment on this—their job is to go 
back into the laboratories, come up 
with real new drugs, and work on 
those—not extend the patent—or, in 
the case of what the Senator from 
North Dakota has discussed, make the 
U.S. price above all the other prices. 
This involves lots of work and lots of 
focus. 

Every time I read one of these arti-
cles, it makes my blood boil. When I 
came here, I was not regarded as a 
hardliner on this issue. I have a great 
deal of respect for companies that re-
search and produce these drugs. How-
ever, the limits they are going to, with 
the advertising on television—and I 
know my colleague from Michigan is 
working on this—with the huge price 
differential where the United States 
consumer pays for all the research, yet 
around the world the costs are much 
lower—I know my colleague from 
North Dakota is looking into this—to 
the manipulation of the generic drug 
law, which Senator MCCAIN and I are 
looking at, something is rotten in Den-
mark. 

I thank my colleague his remarks 
and his persistent leadership on this 
issue and ask him what he thinks of 
what is going on, and has he seen this 
change over the years? 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I 
chaired a hearing recently at which 
Senator SCHUMER testified and Senator 
MCCAIN, as the ranking member, at-
tended. Generic drugs are a very impor-
tant issue. 

I push for price restraint because I 
think it is very important with respect 
to what is happening to price increases 
of prescription drugs. However, I bear 
no ill will toward this industry. I think 
the drug industry is a remarkable in-
dustry. It does some remarkable 
things. We should compliment them for 
some of the programs they have initi-
ated in recent weeks, for the low in-
come senior citizens. That is a good 
step. They do some awfully good work. 
Tamoxifen costs one-tenth the price in 
Canada; you pay 10 times more if you 
are an American, that drug resulted 
from public funding and public re-
search at the National Institutes of 
Health. 

So I worry very much that what is 
happening is that the public is paying 
for research in some areas and, when 
the drugs are privatizing, a price is af-
fixed to them that is way out of 
bounds. 

I bear no ill will towards this indus-
try. I want them to do well and to con-

tinue to search for lifesaving drugs. 
But I think it is important to point out 
that, when we talk about miracle 
drugs, Americans who need them will 
get their lifesaving benefits only if 
they can have access to them, and can 
afford them. There are so many Ameri-
cans who cannot chase double-digit 
price increases every year. That is why 
we deal with this issue. The issue I 
have been concerned about is re-
importation from Canada. Not because 
I want anybody to have to go to Can-
ada to buy prescription drugs, that is 
not my goal. My goal, of course, is the 
repricing of those drugs in this country 
because, if distributors and pharmacies 
can go to Canada and access the same 
drugs, it will force a repricing of those 
drugs here. 

I want to have a prescription drug 
benefit in the Medicare Program but I 
don’t want to break the bank. If we do 
that and do nothing about price re-
straint and downward pressure on 
prices we will break the bank of this 
Government. We must address both 
issues, coverage and price. 

Ms. STABENOW. Will the Senator 
yield for a moment? I just wanted, as 
we conclude this time, to thank my 
colleagues for their continued leader-
ship and to, once again, call upon our 
colleagues across the building, in the 
other Chamber, the Speaker of the 
House of Representatives and his col-
leagues, to go beyond the principles 
that were put out yesterday and join 
with us in the concrete proposals that 
we have. 

We have the ability to act now. We 
could do it this month if they are will-
ing to join with us. We ask them to get 
beyond the words and let’s get together 
and let’s do the right thing. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Montana. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I com-
mend the Senator from North Dakota 
who organized the preceding discussion 
with respect to the high price of drugs 
and unavailability of prescription 
drugs. I asked the General Accounting 
Office to do a study of coverage of pre-
scription drugs in my home State of 
Montana. The conclusions were for 
those seniors in our State who are not 
covered by health insurance, those sen-
iors pay more for prescription drugs 
than do seniors anyplace else on the 
face of this Earth. That is more than 
any other part of the United States and 
certainly more than people overseas, as 
has been demonstrated ably by the 
Senator from North Dakota. The same 
drug by the same company is less ex-
pensive to someone overseas as com-
pared with the United States. 

This is a critical issue. I thank my 
friend from North Dakota as well as 
the Senator from Michigan, Ms. STABE-
NOW, and others. 

f 

CONCLUSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
for morning business has expired. 
Morning business is closed. 

ANDEAN TRADE PREFERENCE 
EXPANSION ACT 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will now 
resume consideration of H.R. 3009, 
which the clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

An act (H.R. 3009) to extend the Andean 
Trade Preference Act, to grant additional 
trade benefits under that Act, and for other 
purposes. 

Pending: 
Daschle amendment No. 3386, in the nature 

of a substitute. 
Dorgan amendment No. 3387 (to amend-

ment No. 3386), to ensure transparency of in-
vestor protection dispute resolution tribu-
nals under the North American Free Trade 
Agreement. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, yester-
day the Senate began debate on the 
Trade Act of 2002. This legislation in-
cludes three bills reported by the Sen-
ate Finance Committee last year: No. 
1, an extension of fast track negoti-
ating authority—also known as trade 
promotion authority; No. 2, an expan-
sion and improvement of the Trade Ad-
justment Assistance Program and No. 
3, the Finance Committee’s version of 
the Andean Trade Preferences Act, or 
ATPA. As the debate moves forward, I 
suspect other international trade mat-
ters may also appropriately be at-
tached to this bill. 

The Trade Act of 2002 will be the first 
major rewrite of international trade 
legislation in 14 years. If passed, it will 
be, as the National Journal has said, ‘‘a 
historic breakthrough.’’ 

Why are we taking up a trade bill? 
What does this bill—and the expanded 
trade that will follow—mean for this 
country? Trade means jobs. Twelve 
million Americans—one out of every 
ten workers—depend on exports for 
their jobs. These are jobs that pay 
more—thousands of dollars more per 
year—than jobs unrelated to trade. 
Trade supports jobs in all sectors. We 
often think of trade as helping big 
multi-national companies. In fact, 
firms with fewer than 20 workers rep-
resent two-thirds of American export-
ers; and U.S. agriculture exports sup-
port more than 750,000 jobs. Trade also 
means choice. It means more afford-
able products and more variety for 
American families. It means that hard- 
earned paychecks go further. 

In many ways, new trade agreements 
are like a tax cut for working families. 
Studies have suggested that the aver-
age family of four sees annual benefits 
of between $1,300 and $2,000 because of 
the agreements we negotiated in the 
last decade. And according to a recent 
University of Michigan study, if we 
complete the next round of negotia-
tions under the World Trade Organiza-
tion, it could increase that benefit by 
as much as $2,500—per family, per year. 

But trade is about more than simple 
economics. When we trade with coun-
tries, we do not just export corn and 
cars, we export our ideas, we export 
our values. We export freedom, in a 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 20:11 Jan 09, 2014 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00005 Fmt 4624 Sfmt 0634 E:\2002SENATE\S02MY2.REC S02MY2m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

D
S

K
C

G
S

P
4G

1 
w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
LS

E
C

U
R

IT
Y



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES3796 May 2, 2002 
sense. Trade between nations creates 
opportunities for both parties—it can 
help lift countries out of poverty, while 
strengthening our relationships around 
the world. 

I think Adlai Stevenson probably 
said it best 50 years ago: 

It is not possible for this nation to be at 
once politically internationalist and eco-
nomically isolationist. 

Look at our agreement with Jordan 
as one example. It has a relatively 
small effect on our economy—our trade 
with Jordan is only about $600 million 
per year. But it has an important im-
pact on Jordan’s economy—and it has 
cemented our relationship with a key 
Middle East ally. 

Similarly, part of this legislation 
provides trades benefits to Andean 
countries. The main benefit of this leg-
islation will be to help move workers 
out of the illegal drug business, and 
into legitimate lines of work. It is not 
going to solve the problem entirely, 
but it will help. But to do that, they 
need more access to our market. 

So that is what’s at stake in this de-
bate. Let me turn to the bill itself. 

The most talked-about provision of 
this legislation, of course, is the exten-
sion of fast track trade negotiating au-
thority to the President. At its core, 
the fast track grant in this legislation 
is very similar to the legislation that 
first granted fast track to President 
Ford in 1974. 

I am often asked why we need fast 
track—and why now? In essence, fast 
track is a contract between Congress 
and the administration. It allows the 
President to negotiate trade agree-
ments with foreign trading partners 
with a guarantee that Congress will 
consider agreement as a single pack-
age—no amendments and a guarantee 
of an up-or-down vote by a date cer-
tain. 

In return, the president must pursue 
a number of negotiating objectives 
that Congress has outlined in the legis-
lation. And he must make Congress a 
full partner in these negotiations, fully 
consulting with Members as the talks 
proceed. 

Now make no mistake, fast track is a 
significant grant of congressional 
power to the President. But it is excru-
ciatingly difficult to negotiate the best 
possible multilateral trade agreements 
unless our trading partners know that 
Congress will vote on the agreement 
negotiated. 

Indeed, it was our experience in the 
1970s—when the Europeans refused to 
negotiate with us after Congress failed 
to implement an agreement—that led 
to the creation of fast track. Without 
fast track, our trading partners learned 
that they could anticipate one round of 
negotiations with the President and a 
second with Congress. 

The reverse is not true. Other coun-
tries, because of their parliamentary 
forms of government, have a single leg-
islative body where the majority of the 
legislative body is also the govern-
ment, so we did not have that problem 
with them. 

Fast track also demonstrates that 
the President and Congress go into ne-
gotiations with clearly defined and uni-
fied objectives. Again, that is critical. 
If our trading partners are uncertain 
that the deal will stick, they won’t put 
their best deal on the table. 

Is it possible to negotiate some 
agreements without fast track? It is 
certainly possible with simple bilateral 
agreements, as was the case with Jor-
dan. But, while Jordan is a landmark 
agreement in many areas, it has to be 
put in context when talking about fast 
track procedure. 

The Jordan Agreement, as I noted 
earlier, was a relatively easy agree-
ment. It involved only two countries 
and affects a very small amount of 
trade—roughly $600 million. 

Major multilateral agreements can 
affect many more countries and bil-
lions in trade. The FTAA is an agree-
ment involving 34 countries; the WTO 
involves nearly 150. For these agree-
ments, fast track remains a necessity. 

Even bilateral agreements will go 
much more smoothly with fast track. 
In the case of Chile, for example, we 
are still talking about a much more 
complex agreement than Jordan. It 
will affect approximately $6 billion in 
trade, ten times more than the Jordan 
Agreement. And improving the chances 
of agreements like Chile is vital to our 
economy. 

Let me give you one example. Canada 
has already signed free trade agree-
ments with several countries, including 
Chile. That has an impact on U.S. com-
petitiveness. As a result of the Canada- 
Chile agreement, Chile eliminated its 
tariffs on Canadian wheat. U.S. wheat 
exports to Chile, on the other hand, 
still face tariffs as high as 30 percent, 
making Canadian wheat much more at-
tractive to Chilean buyers. We must 
negotiate these agreements if we are 
going to compete, and fast track will 
make it easier. 

People often note that we don’t have 
fast track for treaties, such as nuclear 
arms treaties. That is true. And while 
these treaties are important, they are 
often less complex in the sense that 
they don’t involve literally thousands 
of interrelating trade-offs and conces-
sions as trade agreements do. 

I remember the last arms treaty that 
came before the Senate. There were 
two or three annexes in it but not all of 
the host of other complications in-
volved in trade agreements. 

But let me turn to the bill itself, and 
specifically to the negotiating objec-
tives on a number of topics. 

With regard to agriculture, a topic 
near and dear to many in this body, 
and certainly one of my highest prior-
ities—the legislation directs the Presi-
dent to seek new markets for American 
agricultural products and to continue 
to work to lower the trade-distorting 
subsidies of our trading partners. That 
is vitally important for American agri-
culture. 

On a more traditional topic, the leg-
islation also directs the President to 

continue to negotiate the reduction 
and elimination of tariffs, while recog-
nizing the sensitivity of tariffs in a few 
sectors. The United States has already 
lowered its average tariff rate to about 
3 percent. Generally, tariffs are simi-
larly low in major developed countries. 
In a few important cases, however, 
such as Japanese tariffs on wood prod-
ucts, and Europe’s tariffs on semi-
conductors, tariffs remain a significant 
trade barrier. And in many developing 
countries, tariffs remain at levels that 
stifle trade, in some cases 100 percent 
or more. 

The bill also directs the President to 
address some of the new issues, such as 
e-commerce. By acting to negotiate 
agreements now, before protectionism 
has taken root, hopefully trade in e- 
commerce can remain relatively free. 

Each of these objectives is critically 
important. However, most of the de-
bate in the other body and in the press 
has focused not on the important 
issues I have listed, but on three trou-
ble spots in trade negotiations: No. 1, 
labor rights and environmental issues 
in trade agreements; No. 2, protection 
of the right of the U.S. to promulgate 
environmental and other regulations in 
connection with so-called investor- 
state dispute settlement provisions, 
commonly know as ‘‘Chapter 11’’ provi-
sions; and, No. 3, the integrity of US 
trade laws. 

Let me turn to those difficult issues 
now. 

First, labor rights and environmental 
protection issues: These issues have 
now firmly and irreversibly made their 
way on to the trade negotiating agen-
da. They are here. The world has 
changed. Those who continue to ignore 
that reality are simply burying their 
heads in the sand. 

The appropriate manner to address 
those issues, however, is not obvious, 
and it has been the subject of heated 
debate for more than a decade. The dis-
pute over this issue has kept the Con-
gress deadlocked on fast track for near-
ly a decade. 

Fortunately, U.S. trade negotiators 
have made some important progress. In 
negotiating a free trade agreement 
with Jordan, the United States brought 
labor rights and environmental protec-
tion into the core of the trade agree-
ment. 

Two central approaches were taken 
on these issues. First, both parties 
agreed to strive for the labor standards 
articulated by the International Labor 
Organization, and for similar improve-
ment in environmental protection. 
Second, both countries agreed to faith-
fully enforce their existing environ-
mental and labor laws and not waive 
them to gain a trade advantage. That 
is in the agreement. 

In addition, both parties to the Jor-
dan Agreement agreed to pursue a 
number of cooperative efforts to im-
prove labor rights and environmental 
protection. In my opinion, these provi-
sions of the Jordan Agreement provide 
a concrete demonstration of the way to 
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break the deadlock on labor rights and 
the environment. 

Last year, I encouraged some of my 
colleagues in the other body to pursue 
Jordan-like provisions as the basic 
model for a fast track bill. In drafting 
the fast track legislation, the House 
New Democrats and Republicans wisely 
agreed to use those provisions as a 
model for the language in the fast 
track legislation. 

In the Senate bill, we accepted the 
legislation on this topic and made clear 
in the report that the legislation fully 
adopts the Jordan standard on labor 
and environment matters. 

Unfortunately, some in the House op-
posed this language as not going far 
enough and urged legislation to force 
compliance with ILO labor standards. I 
support the ILO, and I believe the Jor-
dan-based approach moves the trading 
regime in the right direction; that is, 
looking to the ILO for guidance on ap-
propriate labor standards. 

With due respect, however, I believe 
that those who advanced this proposal 
and those who may later advance it in 
the Senate debate are simply going too 
far. The ILO standards are a starting 
point, but they were not meant to be 
used in this manner. 

It may be that through experimen-
tation we can strengthen the linkages 
between trade agreements and the ILO. 
Indeed, that is the ultimate goal of this 
legislation. But trying to accomplish 
this in one fell swoop will only set back 
both agreements and the ILO. 

Quite frankly, whatever the inten-
tions of the authors, proposals like this 
are likely to be fatal both to fast track 
and future trade negotiations. 

Another environment-related issue 
that has arisen in recent months per-
tains to investor-state dispute settle-
ment, also known as ‘‘Chapter 11,’’ in 
reference to the provisions of this topic 
in NAFTA. 

The genesis of Chapter 11 is the le-
gitimate concern of some U.S. inves-
tors that other countries often do not 
provide adequate protections of their 
investments. Investors have had many 
experiences of being poorly treated and 
having little recourse to air their le-
gitimate concerns. 

NAFTA’s Chapter 11, and similar pro-
visions in other agreements, are de-
signed to address this problem. They 
define a basic set of investor rights 
under international law. The concepts 
are comparable to basic rights under 
U.S. law. They include the right to just 
compensation when the government 
takes your property, and the right to 
be treated fairly and equitably by the 
government. 

Significantly, Chapter 11 provides an 
alternative to local courts for the adju-
dication of complaints about a govern-
ment’s actions. Investors are allowed 
to challenge such actions before special 
arbitration panels. It is appropriate to 
pursue such provisions in trade agree-
ments. But investor rights are not the 
only concern. Unfortunately, some of 
the complaints brought under chapter 

11 have clearly been aimed at stifling 
legitimate regulations. The challenge 
by the Canadian company Methanex 
against a legitimate California regula-
tion on a gasoline additive is the most 
visible case in point. 

Defenders of Chapter 11 note that 
most of these cases have not resulted 
in panel rulings against regulatory au-
thorities. This is correct. But it is also 
part of the problem. 

Chapter 11 panels have demonstrated 
no ability to rapidly dismiss frivolous 
cases. This results in extended litiga-
tion on claims that should simply be 
thrown out, such as the Methanex case. 

These legitimate concerns must also 
be addressed. The bill before us today 
attempts to balance the needs of U.S. 
investors with the legitimate needs of 
regulatory agencies, and the concerns 
of environmental and public interest 
groups. 

The bill directs trade negotiators to 
seek provisions that keep Chapter 11- 
type standards in line with the stand-
ards articulated by U.S. courts on simi-
lar matters. It urges the creation of a 
mechanism to rapidly dispose of and 
deter frivolous cases. And it urges the 
creation of a unified appellate body to 
correct legal errors and ensure con-
sistent interpretation of key provi-
sions. 

I know some would like to go further 
in striking a new balance on investor- 
state issues. As the debate proceeds, I 
look forward to working with them on 
the issue. But I urge my colleagues to 
keep in mind there are several legiti-
mate interests that need to be bal-
anced; that if we go too far in one di-
rection, it is going to upset the balance 
in another. But I very much want to 
work with Senators who have other 
amendments on this issue. 

The second difficult issue within fast 
track is how we ensure fair trade. After 
being involved in international trade 
policy for more than two decades, I am 
struck by how often the issues that 
shape congressional thinking on trade 
are not trade negotiations but rather 
are the administration’s effort to en-
force trade laws. 

Although the point is often lost, the 
United States is the most open market 
in the world. That has to be remem-
bered. Our tariffs are quite low, and 
there are very few nontariff barriers to 
trade in the United States. There are 
some, but they are few. We do not wear 
white hats. We are not totally pure. 
Other countries do not wear dark hats. 
They are not Darth Vaders. But it is 
true the shade of gray of our hat is a 
lot lighter than the shade of gray of 
other countries; that is, we are more 
open compared to other countries. 

Despite complaints from some of our 
trading partners, the U.S. market is 
clearly far more open than that of our 
major trading partners, such as Japan 
and Europe—both of which cast stones 
at the United States from behind ti-
tanic barriers of their own to agricul-
tural trade. 

To keep the playing field relatively 
equal and battle foreign protectionism 

in the form of subsidies and dumping— 
selling at cut-throat prices—the United 
States and most other developed coun-
tries maintain antidumping and coun-
tervailing duty laws. 

Another critical U.S. law is section 
201. It aims to give industries that are 
seriously injured by import surges time 
to adapt. Section 201 was recently em-
ployed to good effect to provide the 
steel industry with that breathing 
room, but it has previously been used 
on a range of other products, from 
lamb meat to motorcycles. Indeed, that 
is why Harley-Davidson is doing well 
today. They were given a breather. 

Although the exact percentages can 
vary from year to year, over the last 
two decades, these laws collectively 
have applied duties to less than 1 per-
cent of total imports; that is, our trade 
laws, when enforced, when in action, 
have applied duties to less than 1 per-
cent of total imports. And they are 
completely consistent with U.S. obliga-
tions under the WTO—a point that 
must be remembered by all Americans 
who are a little concerned about some 
of these actions our Government, I 
think in most cases, legitimately takes 
to protect the United States of Amer-
ica because other countries’ trade laws 
and barriers are so heinous by compari-
son and so unfair to Americans. 

Yet somehow the United States has 
lost the public relations war on this 
topic. Somehow our trading partners 
and importers have convinced some 
editorial writers that these laws are 
protectionist. Nothing could be further 
from the truth. They are not protec-
tionist. 

Antidumping and countervailing 
duty laws combat trading practices 
that have been condemned for a cen-
tury. Subsidies and dumping are too 
frequently used by foreign countries 
and companies to devastate U.S. indus-
tries. Consider the U.S. semiconductor 
industry in the mid-1980s and the U.S. 
lumber industry today. Rather than 
being protectionist, these laws are the 
remedy to protectionism. That dump-
ing, those subsidies, are trade barriers. 
They are trade barriers. They are bar-
riers to free trade. So our trade laws 
are meant to remedy that protec-
tionism, remedy those trade barriers, 
by knocking down those trade barriers. 
That is what our trade laws do. It is a 
very important point for all of us to re-
member. 

On a political level, these laws also 
serve as a guarantee to U.S. industries 
and U.S. citizens. They say that trade 
will be fair as well as free, and that 
temporary relief is available if imports 
rise to unexpected levels. Without 
those critical reassurances, I suspect 
the already sagging public support for 
free trade would evaporate and new 
trade agreements would simply become 
impossible. 

Our trade laws help us, not hurt us, 
and help other countries, too. It keeps 
them honest and keeps them on their 
toes. 

To address this issue, the bill takes 
two important steps: First, it identifies 
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several recent dispute settlement pan-
els under the WTO that have ruled 
against U.S. trade laws and limited 
their operation in unreasonable ways. 
These decisions clearly go beyond the 
obligations agreed to in the WTO and 
undermine the credibility of the world 
trading system. If they are not ad-
dressed, I suspect public support for 
trade will erode further. That is why 
our concerns regarding these cases are 
identified at the very outset of the bill 
as findings and why the administration 
is directed to develop a strategy to 
counter or reverse these decisions or 
lose fast track. 

This bill also directs negotiators not 
to negotiate new trade agreements 
that undermine U.S. trade laws. We 
cannot do that. I am, frankly, con-
cerned that this administration has al-
ready put itself in a position in which 
U.S. trading partners will push hard to 
weaken U.S. trade laws in WTO nego-
tiations. 

We cannot put ourselves in that situ-
ation. This issue is serious enough that 
I carefully weighed whether the bene-
fits of new trade agreements are worth 
that risk. I went forward only because 
I believe there are strong majorities in 
both Houses of Congress to block ef-
forts to weaken U.S. trade laws. 

I am concerned that additional steps 
on U.S. trade laws may go too far, but 
I hope the administration’s trade nego-
tiators take careful note of these direc-
tions; otherwise, they are headed for 
conflict with the Congress. 

Mr. President, that describes the 
fast-track portions of this bill. They 
are not perfect. Were it not for the 
need to address the concerns of Sen-
ators on the other side of the aisle, I 
would have gone further in several 
areas. There are also provisions I think 
are unnecessary. That, after all, is the 
nature of bipartisan compromise. In 
the end, though, the Finance Com-
mittee reported the fast-track bill by a 
vote of 18 to 3, indicating to me that 
we are close to finding that balance. 

One final point, especially for my 
friends on the left. This is the most 
progressive fast-track bill that Con-
gress has ever moved to pass, by far. It 
is a vast improvement over past grants 
of fast track on many of the issues I 
have just highlighted. It is not perfect, 
but it is a good bill. I urge my col-
leagues not to allow the perfect to be-
come the enemy of the good. 

When I began my remarks, I noted 
that many people have asked a simple 
question: Why a trade bill? Why now? 
A big part of the reason is that we now 
have the unique opportunity to expand 
and approve trade adjustment assist-
ance—not TPA, trade promotion au-
thority, but trade adjustment assist-
ance. Quite frankly, this would be im-
possible absent fast track. We can only 
do this in the context of a larger trade 
bill. 

So let me turn now to what I view as 
the most important part of this legisla-
tion—and certainly the part I am most 
proud of—trade adjustment assistance. 

Trade adjustment assistance, some-
times known as TAA, is a program 
with a simple but admirable objective: 
to assist workers injured by imports to 
adjust and find new jobs. It is that sim-
ple. This is an objective I suspect al-
most all Americans support. 

TAA was created back in 1962 as part 
of an effort to implement the results of 
the so-called Kennedy round agreement 
to expand world trade. That is its gen-
esis, 1962. 

President Kennedy and the Congress 
agreed there were significant benefits 
to the country as a whole from ex-
panded trade. They also recognized, 
however, that workers and firms would 
inevitably lose out to increased import 
competition. 

TAA was then created as part of the 
new social compact that obliged the 
Nation to attend to the legitimate 
needs of those who lose from trade as 
part of the price for enjoying the bene-
fits from increased trade. 

Unfortunately, we have not always 
upheld the bargain in pursuing new 
trade agreements because, over the 
years, we have failed to provide ade-
quate funding for TAA. We have scaled 
back some benefits. We have tightened 
eligibility requirements. We have ne-
glected to recognize the need for ex-
panded training and health care assist-
ance. We have not kept up our part of 
the deal. 

This legislation aims to fulfill the 
bargain struck in 1962. It does not, as 
some voices have asserted, make TAA 
more attractive than having a job. 
That is just not accurate. I think any-
body would rather have a job, that is 
clear. But in the end, TAA recipients 
must still get by on about $250 per 
week while receiving retraining for a 
new job. 

But it does make several important 
changes in the TAA program to make 
it more effective. First, it extends the 
period for which TAA pays out income 
support from 52 weeks to 74 weeks. It is 
extended. This allows TAA recipients 
to stay in the program long enough to 
complete training for new jobs. It also 
remedies a shortcoming in the current 
program that many observers, includ-
ing the General Accounting Office, 
have pointed out. 

Second, this legislation expands eli-
gibility for TAA benefits to so-called 
secondary workers. This has been a 
controversial provision, so I will ex-
plain it. Secondary workers are sec-
ondary only in the minds of some of 
the bureaucrats administering TAA. 
These are workers who have lost their 
jobs due to imports just as surely as 
those receiving TAA benefits now, but 
they have the misfortune of working 
for a company or a plant that supplies 
input products to a plant that closed or 
reduced production because of trade. 
They are so-called secondary workers. 

The shortcomings of current law are 
demonstrated in this example: If an 
auto plant must close down because of 
competition from Japanese imports, 
the workers at that plant would be cov-

ered by TAA. That is clear. The work-
ers down the road, however—those who 
make windshield wipers or tires for the 
now closed plant—would be secondary 
workers and not covered. This is sim-
ply unjust, and it is why so many, in-
cluding the GAO and the Trade Deficit 
Review Commission, which included 
two members of the Bush Cabinet, have 
advocated expanding TAA to cover sec-
ondary workers. 

When Congress passed the NAFTA in 
1994, President Clinton agreed to ex-
pand TAA to secondary workers for im-
ports from NAFTA countries. We also 
agreed to extend TAA when a U.S. 
manufacturing plant moves abroad to 
one of the NAFTA countries. These 
limited applications demonstrate that 
both provision on secondary workers 
and plant shifts are workable. They 
have been the law and are working. It 
was the expectation at the time that 
we passed NAFTA that these provi-
sions would be expanded to all trade. 
As Mickey Kantor, who was USTR at 
the time, has said: 

At the time [that NAFTA was passed] it 
was everyone’s expectation that these pro-
grams would be extended to non-NAFTA 
countries. 

And that makes sense—workers who lose 
their jobs because of imports from Europe, 
for example, are just as deserving of assist-
ance as workers who lose their jobs because 
of imports from Canada. The legislation be-
fore the Senate harmonizes these programs. 
This is long overdue. 

Third, this legislation expands bene-
fits for TAA workers. This legislation 
authorizes $300 million for training 
workers receiving TAA—nearly tri-
pling the program. The legislation will 
also extend assistance in obtaining 
healthcare insurance to TAA recipi-
ents. Now, the call for extending 
healthcare insurance assistance has 
proven the most controversial aspect of 
this legislation. 

But it is important for all Senators 
to understand that this concept was 
originally advanced by the bipartisan 
Trade Deficit Review Commission—a 
group that had many prominent Re-
publican members, including Ambas-
sador Robert Zoellick, Secretary of De-
fense Donald Rumsfeld, and former 
USTR Carla Hills. They recommended 
health insurance benefits for dislocated 
workers. 

I would emphasize that the rec-
ommendation for transitional health 
insurance was supported unanimously 
by the Commission. In our bill, we have 
tried to find an appropriate middle 
ground. 

For workers who are eligible for 
COBRA, this bill would provide a 73 
percent tax credit for those payments. 
For workers not eligible for COBRA, 
this bill would provide a 73 percent tax 
credit for the purchase of certain 
State-based group coverage options. 
The tax credits for both categories of 
workers would be fully advanceable 
and refundable. In addition, in recogni-
tion of the fact that it may take States 
some time to get these group-coverage 
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options up and running, we provide in-
terim assistance through the NEG pro-
gram. 

Fourth, this legislation also extends 
TAA programs specifically targeted to 
family farmers, ranchers, and fisher-
men. The legislation aims to correct 
some problems in the current legisla-
tion that have kept farmers and fisher-
men—who are typically self-em-
ployed—from benefitting from TAA. 
The provision on farmers is taken from 
legislation introduced by Senator CON-
RAD and the ranking member of the Fi-
nance Committee, Senator GRASSLEY. 
The provisions on fishermen were pre-
pared by Senator SNOWE, who has con-
tributed immensely to this legislation. 

Finally, this bill creates what 
amounts to a pilot program on wage in-
surance. Wage insurance is essentially 
an alternative approach to addressing 
worker adjustment. In essence, wage 
insurance provides a Government pay-
ment to older workers who lose their 
jobs because of trade and decide to 
take a lower paying job rather than go 
through training. The Government 
payment would run for up to two years 
and would make up half of the dif-
ference between the new wage and the 
old wage. The concept is that workers 
may actually be able to adjust more 
quickly if they move back into the 
workforce and learn new skills on the 
job. Experience suggests that the work-
ers that do take a lower paying job are 
often able to make up much of the dif-
ference between the new wage and the 
old wage as they gain experience. 

There are those who would like to 
abandon traditional TAA entirely in 
favor of wage insurance. If this experi-
ment succeeds, that may be just the 
course we decide to take in a few years. 
At this point, however, there are just 
too many questions to be answered to 
turn TAA entirely into a wage insur-
ance program. That would not be right. 

One final point on cost. I should 
note—we often talk about the vast ben-
efits of trade: more jobs, higher paying 
jobs, cheaper products. I indicated ear-
lier that the average family of four 
sees annual benefits in the thousands 
of dollars. Yet I am sure that some of 
my colleagues on the other side of the 
aisle will complain that TAA costs too 
much. But the reality is, it would cost 
the average family of four about $12. It 
is an inexpensive way to build support 
for trade. 

All told, this bill amounts to a major 
expansion and a historic re-tooling of 
TAA—a step that is long overdue. It at-
tempts to adopt the positive experi-
ences we have had with expanding TAA 
to secondary workers in the NAFTA, 
adopt the recommendations of the GAO 
and the Trade Deficit Review Commis-
sion, adopt good ideas from the aca-
demic world, and generally turn TAA 
into a program that truly works. 

I suspect when we look back on this 
legislation in 20 years it will be these 
provisions on TAA, which attempt to 
fulfill the promise made by President 
Kennedy nearly 40 years ago, that are 

found to be truly historically signifi-
cant. 

Finally, this legislation also extends 
and expands the trade preferences 
given to the Andean countries—Peru, 
Bolivia, Colombia, and Eduador. The 
United States had extended these pref-
erences to our friends in Andean Amer-
ica until they expired last year because 
we wanted to provide the citizens of 
those countries with an alternative to 
the illegal drug trade and to shore up 
our relationship with important allies. 

In the legislation we are considering 
today, the Finance Committee chose to 
expand ATPA to new products, such as 
textiles and apparel and canned tuna. I 
know these expansions are controver-
sial, but they are critical to the bene-
ficiary countries. 

Fighting the war on drugs is an up-
hill battle for these countries. It is 
tough. They cannot fight that battle 
unless legitimate, value-added sectors 
of their economies are encouraged and 
developed. This bill expands ATPA in a 
responsible way. 

The legislation also creates a peti-
tion process to give interested parties a 
channel for bringing to the administra-
tion’s attention issues that may war-
rant limitation of a country’s benefits. 
That could happen. This will ensure 
that the United States pays adequate 
attention to other issues in these rela-
tionships, such as labor rights and en-
forcement or arbitral awards. 

Finally, this legislation includes 
technical changes from the committee 
mark, including an exclusion of certain 
footwear products. 

Let me end by talking about the im-
portance of trade in my home State of 
Montana. As in most States, trade 
plays a critical role in Montana’s econ-
omy. 

From 1993 to 2000, Montana’s exports 
grew by 126 percent—nearly double the 
68 percent growth in total U.S. exports 
of goods. We have expanded proportion-
ately faster than has the Nation. Ac-
cording to the U.S. Department of 
Commerce, nearly 6,000 Montana jobs 
depend on exports of manufactured 
goods. And more than 730 companies, 
mostly small- and medium-sized busi-
nesses, export from Montana. Farmers 
and ranchers are also increasingly de-
pendent on trade and continuing to 
open foreign markets. One in every 
three U.S. acres is planted for export— 
making U.S. farmers 21⁄2 times more re-
liant on trade than the rest of the 
economy. 

Unfortunately, barriers to U.S. agri-
culture products remain extremely 
high. Agriculture tariffs average more 
than 60 percent worldwide. By compari-
son, average tariffs on industrial goods 
are less than 5 percent. Non-tariff trade 
barriers, like quotas, have all but van-
ished from trade in manufacturing, but 
these barriers remain common in agri-
culture. U.S. agriculture exports have 
suffered as a result of these barriers. 
Indeed, because agriculture is the most 
distorted sector of the global economy, 
it is also the sector most in need of 

trade liberalization. Some existing 
agreements have provided significant 
improvements. NAFTA—while far from 
perfect—has resulted in increased agri-
culture exports to Mexico and Canada. 

In 1993, the year that NAFTA was 
passed, Montana’s agriculture exports 
to Mexico totaled $1.2 million. In 2000, 
that number had increased to nearly 
$4.7 million. Montana’s agriculture ex-
ports to Canada have increased even 
more dramatically—from roughly $12 
million in 1993 to $110 million in 2000. 

The U.S. must make agriculture a 
priority in future negotiations, and in 
fact, agriculture is the highest priority 
for new global trade negotiations under 
the WTO. Countries have agreed to 
work toward phasing out all export 
subsidies; make improvements in mar-
ket access; and eliminate disguised 
trade barriers such as in the beef hor-
mones dispute with the Europe Union. 
These negotiations can only help in 
leveling the playing field for American 
farmers and ranchers and open markets 
overseas since 60 percent of the tariffs 
are in agriculture and 5 percent are in 
manufacturing. 

Trade is clearly important for Mon-
tana’s farmers, ranchers, and workers. 
Support for Montana ranchers and 
small businesses is important for our 
people. Yet support for trade in Mon-
tana—as in the rest of the Nation—I 
think has faded in recent years. Part of 
that is because people are more aware 
of the downside of trade rather than 
the upside of trade. 

When workers are laid off as a result 
of imports, that is highly publicized 
and widely noticed. Yet few people re-
alize that trade agreements have pro-
vided, by some accounts, benefits to 
families worth thousands of dollars an-
nually. We have not done enough in 
this country to help those workers dis-
placed because of trade. That is why a 
comprehensive bill—one that includes 
both fast track and TAA is so impor-
tant. 

This legislation is certainly con-
troversial. As I have noted, fast track 
alone has proven so divisive that it has 
been deadlocked in the Congress for 
most of the decade. I know some of my 
distinguished colleagues—Senators 
BYRD and HOLLINGS, for example—have 
both substantive and procedural con-
cerns. I deeply respect their views, and 
I value their insight. They are very 
good people. We disagree, however, 
about trade. But their concerns are 
heard. I will address their concerns 
more fully as this debate continues. 

In the end, though, it can be said 
that everybody would like to see 
changes in this bill, in one direction or 
the other. But I believe strongly that 
this legislation represents a sound bal-
ance on all fronts. 

Forty years ago, President Kennedy 
asked Congress to grant him new trade 
negotiating authority. It was a much 
simpler bill, at a time when trade 
issues were more narrowly defined. But 
it was still quite controversial, for 
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many of the same reasons that trade 
remains controversial today. 

President Kennedy emphasized the 
importance of trade for our economy, 
for our workers, and for American lead-
ership. Yet he recognized even then 
that trade also creates dislocation and 
that a new program, trade adjustment 
assistance, was needed to aid workers 
adversely affected by trade. 

President John F. Kennedy, urging 
support for his proposal, said this: 

At rare moments in the life of this Nation, 
an opportunity comes along to fashion out of 
the confusion of current events a clear and 
bold action to show the world what we stand 
for. Such an opportunity is before us now. 

Congress seized that opportunity and 
passed the Trade Expansion Act of 1962. 

Today, we too can show the world— 
and America—what we stand for. 
Building not only on the vision of 
President Kennedy, but on the efforts 
of the Presidents who followed him, we 
can show the world that America can 
lead the way in building a new con-
sensus on international trade. We, too, 
must seize this opportunity. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas is recognized. 

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, we have 
attempted to really get the process 
going on trade promotion authority for 
a week now, with little or no success. I 
think today we moved completely in 
the wrong direction. I am, for the first 
time, becoming concerned that we may 
not be successful in our effort. I wanted 
to come to the floor today to talk 
about it. 

Had we brought the trade promotion 
authority bill to the floor of the Senate 
on Tuesday, the bill that was reported 
on an overwhelmingly bipartisan 
vote—I think 18 to 3 out of com-
mittee—and if we could have had an 
up-or-down vote on it, my guess is that 
some 70 Members of the Senate would 
have voted for trade promotion author-
ity. And the vote ought to be 100. 

If there is anything I think we have 
learned in the history of mankind, it is 
that trade works, that trade promotes 
economic growth, it promotes better 
jobs, it expands freedom, it is some-
thing that all enlightened opinion 
speaks in favor of; yet it is something 
that, throughout history, has been 
under assault. It is hard to understand 
trade, and it is so easy to argue against 
it. 

Every special interest can cloak 
itself in the American flag and argue 
against trade. It reminds me of the 
writing of a French economist, who, as 
individual industries were getting pro-
tection from foreign competition in 
France while England was blossoming 
economically through free trade—a fa-
mous French economist wrote a peti-
tion to the economic ministry that was 
granting all these exceptions for one 
industry after another, basically argu-
ing that they had to protect dairy 
products because they had so many 
jobs tied to it—tending the cattle, and 
all of the people who service the indus-
try—and they had to protect this in-

dustry to protect that. So this famous 
economist wrote a petition on behalf of 
candlemakers, arguing that they were 
disadvantaged in selling their products 
because of the Sun, which had an un-
fair competitive advantage: It seemed 
to produce light for nothing—in over-
whelming quantities. 

Anyway, to make a long story short, 
he goes into this elaborate argument 
about how France could become rich 
from all the people who would be em-
ployed in making candles if they would 
just pass a law requiring people to pull 
their shutters closed during the day 
and to pull down their shades so that 
they would have to buy more candles. 
What was interesting about his peti-
tion was that it made exactly as much 
sense as all the other petitions that 
had been granted. 

The point is that trade doesn’t help 
every individual producer under every 
individual circumstance, but it helps 
the whole, it helps society. 

We live in a golden age today. We 
live in an age where consumer goods, 
relative to our wages, are the cheapest 
they have ever been in the history of 
mankind. The other day I put a shovel 
in a truck, and someone had gone 
somewhere in the truck. I needed the 
shovel, but I had a limited amount of 
time. So I went to the hardware store 
to buy another shovel—complaining 
about how stupid I had been for leaving 
it in the truck. I should have paid at-
tention. I had only one day to do what 
I was going to do. So I went there to 
buy a shovel, and I bought a shovel for 
$4.52. I submit that never, since man 
first emerged from the Garden of Eden, 
has any citizen anywhere bought a 
quality shovel for less than I paid for it 
at the hardware store. 

Today, we all benefit from world 
trade. I never will forget, as a boy, as 
an economic student, when the pro-
fessor explained comparative advan-
tage and the gains from trade. It didn’t 
take me long to figure out these were 
powerful ideas that people didn’t un-
derstand. It is so easy for a Member to 
stand up and say: We buy products 
from some country, but they don’t buy 
that product from us. But I could say 
that I buy groceries from Safeway, but 
they don’t buy anything from me. I 
have a totally one-way trade with 
Safeway. I could claim that that was 
unfair trade. I could stop buying gro-
ceries from grocery stores since they 
don’t buy anything from me. I could 
plant my little backyard in vegetables. 
But the price I would pay would be pov-
erty. 

The point is, there is no issue we 
have debated in this Congress, or any 
Congress, related to the material well- 
being of our people—which I separate 
from things like our political free-
dom—there is no issue that we have de-
bated that is more important than 
trade. Trade won the cold war. Trade 
and the wealth that it created, the 
wealth machine it generated rebuilt 
Japan and Europe after World War II. 
Trade created wealth in Taiwan and 

Korea where it had never existed. In 
the process, it destroyed the Soviet 
Union. It gave more freedom to more 
people than any victory in any war in 
the history of mankind. The first point 
I am trying to make is, trade is very 
important and trade promotion author-
ity, giving our President the tools he 
needs to negotiate and create more 
good jobs in America through trade, is 
something that every Member of the 
Senate ought to be for, and thank 
goodness, a large number of our Mem-
bers are for it. 

If that had been the issue before us, 
we could have finished our business on 
Tuesday. But for some reason, the ma-
jority decided they were unwilling to 
let the Senate vote on trade promotion 
authority alone and that they were 
going to add other legislation to it, 
most importantly, trade adjustment 
assistance. Whereas the trade pro-
motion authority bill came out of the 
Finance Committee on a strong bipar-
tisan vote, the trade adjustment assist-
ance bill actually passed the com-
mittee after the expiration of the two- 
hour rule. It was totally a partisan pro-
cedure, and it is a very contentious 
bill. 

I could go into great length about 
what is in it, but the point I wish to 
make today is that we have been nego-
tiating, I believe, in good faith in try-
ing to come up with an agreement that 
would let us move forward and pass 
this most important legislation—trade 
promotion authority. 

In the midst of these negotiations, 
yesterday Senator DASCHLE offered this 
amendment. The astounding thing is 
that a huge amount of this amendment 
represents material that not only is 
not in the trade promotion authority 
bill but is not in the trade adjustment 
assistance bill. And there are totally 
new issues that have not been dis-
cussed in the context of fast track be-
fore. These represent basically an un-
dercutting of the whole process of try-
ing to negotiate a compromise. 

I understand that to legislate, it re-
quires a compromise. Nobody gets ev-
erything they want. I do not think it is 
asking too much to have a straight up- 
or-down vote on trade promotion au-
thority, something as important as 
that, but now we find hidden in this 
amendment a provision whereby to get 
trade promotion authority, we are 
going to have to cover legacy costs for 
the steel industry. 

This provision was not part of trade 
adjustment assistance, but suddenly 
out of nowhere, if you are part of the 
legacy cost to the steel industry, you 
are going to get a brand new entitle-
ment benefit under this program. 
Never in our negotiations has there 
been talk about wage insurance. Let 
me explain this concept and let me ex-
plain how trade adjustment assistance 
works. 

First, under the current law, if I lose 
my job because lightening strikes the 
building I am in and destroys the Cap-
itol or a terrorist attack destroys the 
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business, I get unemployment insur-
ance until I can find a new job. But if 
foreign competition can be blamed for 
me losing my job, I get a totally dif-
ferent set of benefits, far richer, far 
more valuable. 

Quite frankly, I never understood 
why Americans ought to be treated dif-
ferently based on why they lose their 
jobs. If they are Americans and they 
lose their jobs and Government pro-
vides programs, it seems to me they 
ought to get the same benefits. I do not 
understand treating people differently, 
but I long ago have concluded that my 
view is hopelessly in the minority on 
that issue. 

Now we are talking about adding new 
benefits to the differential, and I want 
to talk about two issues in particular. 

The first I mentioned is this whole 
steel legacy issue, and it really boils 
down to the following thing: Sad as it 
is, painful as it is, the American steel 
industry promised benefits that they 
never intended to pay, that they never 
had the resources to pay, and now, hav-
ing negotiated all of these gold-plated 
benefits, principally to their retirees, 
when the bill has come due, these com-
panies, many of them still in business, 
many of them that have equity values 
on the New York Stock Exchange are 
saying: Look, we cannot pay these ben-
efits; we agreed to them, but we cannot 
pay them, so we want the taxpayers to 
pay them. 

Now we have a proposal out of the 
clear blue sky added to the ransom 
that we are supposed to pay to get 
trade promotion authority passed. We 
have this requirement that these steel 
legacy costs come under trade adjust-
ment assistance. I say to my col-
leagues, when you are in the business 
we are in, you never say never; you 
never say that something is not going 
to happen. But let me put it this way: 
We may adopt a bill that funds steel 
legacy costs as tribute or bribery or 
ransom to get trade promotion author-
ity, but it is not going to happen soon 
and it is not going to happen easily. 
Within every limit of every rule of the 
Senate, I assure my colleagues, we are 
going to fight this. And if in the end, 
God forbid, but if in the end it were a 
choice between trade promotion au-
thority, which we need, which is vi-
tally important and which I am 100 per-
cent committed to, if I had to choose 
between trade promotion authority and 
paying steel legacy costs to get it, the 
answer is no, it is not worth it. It is ab-
solutely not worth it. 

If we were talking from now until 
Jesus came back, I do not know that I 
would be so quick to make that state-
ment. But we know we are going to 
have a new Congress next year. We 
might actually have a Republican ma-
jority in that Congress. To simply 
come in and ask the taxpayers to pick 
up all these legacy costs for operating 
American businesses that promised 
benefits they could not and they never 
intended to pay, in many cases, is so 
outrageous it is piracy on such a scale 

that, in my opinion, it is not worth 
paying, not even for trade promotion 
authority. 

Let me talk about wage insurance. I 
remind everybody that currently in our 
trade promotion authority bill only 
about one out of every four Americans 
who lose their jobs where it can in any 
way be related to trade claim benefits 
under trade promotion authority. 
About three-fourths of them simply go 
on about their business and get other 
jobs, but about one out of every four 
take trade adjustment assistance bene-
fits. 

Under this bill, we create a brand 
new benefit which will guarantee that 
almost everyone will participate in the 
program. As a result, the cost of the 
program will skyrocket. This is a 
brand new entitlement, and what it 
says is, if you earn less than $40,000 a 
year when you lose your job, when that 
can be in any way related to trade, the 
Government is going to guarantee your 
wage, and so you will take a new job 
and the Government will come along 
and pay a portion of the difference be-
tween the wage you had in your old job 
and the wage you have in your new job. 

This is a brand new entitlement pro-
gram, potentially explosive in its costs. 

The idea we are suddenly going to 
start insuring people’s wages rep-
resents a step toward Government 
domination of the marketplace that we 
have never seen before. This is a provi-
sion that cannot be in any final com-
promise. 

I will sum up because I know the dis-
tinguished ranking member of the 
committee is present. I know he wants 
to speak. 

I do not think we are moving in the 
right direction. I thought it was a mis-
take, I believe it is a mistake, and I be-
lieve many of my colleagues will not 
support tying trade adjustment assist-
ance with all of these new entitlement 
programs to trade promotion author-
ity. Now we are having all of these new 
benefits in the trade adjustment assist-
ance bill, benefits the cost of which no 
one knows. 

I hear my colleagues say we are run-
ning a deficit, we are spending the So-
cial Security trust fund, what an out-
rage it is, but yet today we have an 
amendment before us offered by the 
majority leader that would create mas-
sive new entitlements that, clearly, 
would end up costing billions, perhaps 
tens of billions of dollars, and no one 
seems the least bit concerned. No one 
seems concerned that we are creating 
all these new entitlements that will 
change worker behavior, that will in-
duce people not to move to new jobs, 
that will disrupt the economy and in 
the process create this incredible situa-
tion where people who are working 
have no guarantee of wages but people 
who are unemployed do; people who are 
working do not have a guarantee of 
health insurance but people who are 
unemployed have a Government guar-
antee. 

How can we tax people who are work-
ing, who have no wage guarantee and 

who have no health insurance, how can 
we justify taxing them to pay benefits 
to people who are unemployed who are 
not working? I do not see how such a 
guarantee can be made. 

Ultimately, what we are talking 
about is a European-type system, 
where we are going to guarantee health 
coverage ultimately to everybody, 
where we are going back and bailing 
out the steel industry to simply get the 
right to vote on trade promotion au-
thority, and where we are beginning to 
write guaranteed wages into the Amer-
ican economy. 

The President of the U.S. Chamber of 
Commerce today in the paper said it 
well, I think, that we are reaching the 
point where the price we are being 
asked to pay for trade promotion au-
thority is simply too high; it is unac-
ceptable. 

So I urge my colleagues to—and let 
me speak to my colleagues on my side 
of the aisle. I am never going to sup-
port these provisions. I am never going 
to support bailing out the steel indus-
try as a price for trade promotion au-
thority. I am not going to support a 
wage insurance program. Every coun-
try in the world that has such a pro-
gram, that has the least bit of eco-
nomic development, is trying to get 
out of it. 

Europe has not created a job in 30 
years because of their wage insurance 
program and the inflexibility that pro-
duces. So if you ever get a job, you are 
protected, but in Europe people do not 
get new jobs unless somebody dies or 
retires. That is not what we want in 
America. So I think this has to be re-
jected. I do not think this represents 
any kind of good-faith offer. I think 
this undercuts what we have been try-
ing to do, and I think we are moving in 
the wrong direction. 

We are going to hear today from 
many of my colleagues who have been 
involved in this debate. I am for trade 
promotion authority, and I understand 
piracy. I understand that often in the 
legislative process one has to do a lot 
of things they do not want to do to do 
some good, but the price we are being 
asked to pay in the Daschle amend-
ment is too high. Not even trade, as 
great as it is, is worth the tribute we 
are being asked to pay in this amend-
ment. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs. 

CARNAHAN). The Senator from Iowa. 
Mr. GRASSLEY. Madam President, 

does the assistant majority leader have 
a statement he wishes to make? 

Mr. REID. I appreciate the Senator 
asking. What we are going to do, as 
soon as the Senator completes his 
statement, we are going to work out a 
time agreement where Senator DOR-
GAN’s amendment will be voted on at or 
around 12:30 today. So Members should 
be aware that is what we are working 
toward. As soon as the Senator com-
pletes his statement, we will propound 
a unanimous consent request. I have 
checked with the Senator and I have 
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checked with the manager on our side 
and that seems to be OK with both of 
them. 

Mr. GRAMM. Madam President, will 
the Senator yield to me for a moment? 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Yes. 
Mr. GRAMM. I appreciate the Sen-

ator yielding. 
There is not going to be a unanimous 

consent agreement on the Dorgan 
amendment. We are not going to do a 
time limit on it. We are not going to 
vote on it today. 

Mr. REID. I say to my friend, there 
are other ways we can vote. 

Mr. GRAMM. That is fine. I am say-
ing we are not going to have a unani-
mous consent agreement today on that 
amendment or any other amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. The majority leader 
yesterday finally brought to the Sen-
ate legislation that contains trade pro-
motion authority, a second part called 
trade adjustment assistance, and a few 
other items, all very important but not 
getting as much attention as those 
two. 

I am pleased that the Finance Com-
mittee’s bipartisan trade promotion 
legislation is now before the Senate. I 
believe strongly this legislation, more 
than any other, will promote America’s 
constructive leadership of the inter-
national trading system. Nevertheless, 
my enthusiasm for the trade promotion 
authority component of the majority 
leader’s legislation is tempered by the 
dismay that I have about how this 
process has been carried on. 

Even though I believe strongly trade 
promotion authority is badly needed, 
and surely it ought to be passed by the 
Congress and signed into law, I regret 
we are being forced by the Democrat 
leadership’s unnecessary counter-
productive, sort of take it or leave it 
approach—it is kind of a partisan atti-
tude in the taking up of trade pro-
motion authority and doing it in this 
fashion. 

When we passed trade promotion au-
thority from the committee 4 months 
ago, the vote was 18 to 3. We did it in 
an open, cooperative, bipartisan spirit. 
I was greatly heartened by the bill 
itself and by the process in which we 
achieved a result that was good for 
America. But this bill before us, the 
one laid down by the Senate majority 
leader, is a much different story. I had 
hoped after bruising, partisan fights on 
economic stimulus, the Jordan trade 
bill, judicial nominations, and other 
issues, finally after those other issues 
that are very partisan, because we had 
an overwhelming vote in committee 
then in favor of trade promotion au-
thority, that we would be able to show 
America’s farmers, ranchers, agricul-
tural producers, our workers in Amer-
ica’s families and tens of millions of 
American consumers who benefit from 
free trade that we were beyond par-
tisanship, able to do in a successful and 
short manner what the Senate has done 
on trade in the past, to be able to give 

the President the authority in this bill 
that Presidents since President Ford 
have had. 

I hoped the Senate could put aside 
partisan differences and we could move 
forward for the good of the country and 
this bipartisan spirit would carry over 
into the consideration of trade pro-
motion authority. 

Unfortunately, because of the bill 
laid down last night, I am very sad to 
say I was wrong. Even after the Fi-
nance Committee approved trade pro-
motion authority 18 to 3, it took 4 
months before the Senate Democrat 
leadership would agree to bring this 
critically important bipartisan bill to 
the Senate floor. It took 4 months just 
to get a bill which passed out of com-
mittee by 18 to 3, to the floor, even 
though the President said time and 
again that the lack of trade negoti-
ating authority was hurting his ability 
to lead at the negotiating table. 

When we finally seemed to be making 
progress in getting trade authority leg-
islation to the floor, we were told the 
only way we could have this debate—a 
debate that the American people de-
serve to have, particularly the jobs cre-
ated by trade—was if we agreed to par-
tisan trade adjustment assistance leg-
islation with which many Members on 
our side of the aisle disagree. 

I support trade adjustment assist-
ance. I support an enhanced, updated, 
and fine-tuned trade adjustment assist-
ance program. I have said that many 
times. In fact, the trade adjustment as-
sistance legislation I support will more 
than double overall program spending 
because what I support will vastly in-
crease spending on training to help the 
dislocated workers. My program adds 
health care coverage for the first time 
ever. It will assist so-called secondary 
workers for the first time ever. 

What I find difficult to agree to, and 
many Members on my side of the aisle 
will not agree, is the partisan, ‘‘my 
way or the highway’’ approach taken 
in the bill laid down by the Democrat 
leadership. The bipartisan way is the 
best way to get things done in Wash-
ington. Somehow the Democrat leader-
ship is not listening to either the peo-
ple on my side of the aisle or the people 
on his side of the aisle who I know 
agree that we need a bipartisan ap-
proach. Others have been ignored, even 
beyond this body, groups representing 
tens of thousands of farmers, ranchers, 
and hard-working American families, 
those workers who have jobs related to 
trade, those jobs that will be created 
because we pass this bill and have en-
hanced trade. 

I briefly quote from a letter to the 
majority leader printed as a full-page 
advertisement on April 11 in the Roll 
Call newspaper. This letter to the Sen-
ate majority leader was from the Agri-
cultural Coalition for the Trade Pro-
motion Authority, representing 80 food 
and agricultural groups dedicated to 
the passage of TPA. 

In part, it says: 
The strong bipartisanship that has histori-

cally prevailed in the Senate on trade mat-

ters must be reestablished to allow rapid ac-
tion on trade promotion authority. We urge 
that this bipartisanship extend to work on 
other trade-related legislation that may 
need to move in tandem with trade pro-
motion authority so that the U.S. can regain 
its position as world leader for free and fair 
trade, and in so doing open a world of oppor-
tunity for U.S. agriculture. 

That plea for bipartisanship on trade 
adjustment assistance is being ignored. 
My pleas for bipartisanship are being 
ignored, and so were those of many 
other Senators. 

We have a divisive partisan product, 
laid down last night, a product delib-
erately designed to emphasize dif-
ferences, not to build bridges between 
Republicans and Democrats, among 
people of different viewpoints. It was 
meant not to seek common ground, not 
to restore the traditional nonpartisan 
approach to international trade and 
foreign policy that characterized so 
much of America’s history but other-
wise put down to simply score partisan 
political points. 

As disappointed as I am by the proc-
ess that took place last night, I am 
still hopeful and commit myself to 
work for a genuine compromise. I hap-
pen to think it can still come together. 
I believe we can compromise and come 
together because America’s global 
leadership is at stake. In other words, 
this is a very important bill. 

I don’t for 1 second believe any Sen-
ator would deliberately want to dimin-
ish America’s standing in the world 
community. Stakes are very high. But 
that is what will happen if we don’t re-
store the President’s credibility at the 
negotiating table. And this bill that 
came out of the committee does that— 
not the bill before the Senate. The 
merits of the Finance Committee bi-
partisan trade promotion authority bill 
are so compelling that I believe we will 
ultimately be able to compromise on 
trade adjustment assistance. 

I summarize the need for the Finance 
Committee TPA bill simply by saying 
the United States must be in a strong 
position to pursue our Nation’s inter-
ests at the bargaining table. Without 
trade promotion authority, we are not 
in a strong position to accomplish that 
goal, it is just that simple. 

Already the United States has been 
pushed to the sidelines, pushed to a 
point where a great deal of activity on 
the trade front has taken place bilat-
erally, it has taken place regionally, 
and now globally in new trade negotia-
tions underway through the regime of 
the WTO. 

There are many examples of how the 
United States is being left behind. The 
Andean community and Mercosur, for 
example, have moved closer to creating 
a South American free trade zone com-
prising 310 million people. Mercosur 
and the Andean community together 
have about $128 billion in annual ex-
ports. If they have a free trade zone, it 
will strengthen tremendously the eco-
nomic power of Latin America and be 
negative towards the United States. If 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 20:11 Jan 09, 2014 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00012 Fmt 4624 Sfmt 0634 E:\2002SENATE\S02MY2.REC S02MY2m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

D
S

K
C

G
S

P
4G

1 
w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
LS

E
C

U
R

IT
Y



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S3803 May 2, 2002 
we fail to give our President trade pro-
motion authority and progress on ne-
gotiations of the free trade area of the 
Americas slows as a result, or comes to 
a halt as a result—and this is now the 
case—then major U.S. exporters will be 
at a major disadvantage in these im-
portant Latin American markets com-
pared to exporters in countries that do 
have such trade agreements. 

American suppliers seeking to sell in 
these Latin American countries are 
going to have a heck of a time to have 
a market for their goods that come 
from the United States. They will face 
other difficulties as well. Just one ex-
ample from my State of Iowa, the 
Bandag company, in Muscatine, IA, 
makes and sells retreaded tires. That 
company is an enormously successful 
company, also in the international 
market. At one point in time, Bandag 
products went to Uruguay, Paraguay, 
and Argentina from our country. 
American workers made those prod-
ucts. 

However, when the Mercorsur agree-
ment was put into effect between 
Brazil and those other three countries, 
it became more viable for Bandag to 
ship product from a plant that Bandag 
built in Brazil. Those jobs and that in-
vestment as well did not stay in my 
State of Iowa or somewhere else in the 
United States. In fact, out of economic 
necessity, it went to Brazil. That is 
what happens if the United States is 
not credible at the negotiating table. 
That is what happens when the United 
States cannot lead in opening new mar-
kets and reducing tariffs overseas. 

Without trade promotion authority, 
it is a story that will be told over and 
over again. This is our challenge, then. 
If we fail in this challenge, if we do not 
seize this opportunity to grant the 
President trade negotiating authority, 
I believe the process of opening global 
markets through bilateral, regional, 
and especially global negotiations—the 
process that has been the pattern for 
the last 50 years—will be set back for 
years. 

If that happens, then the future pros-
perity of millions of Americans and the 
future prosperity of many of this Na-
tion’s most competitive businesses, and 
our farmers as well, will be put in 
doubt. 

Even though this was a flawed proc-
ess, and regrettably an unnecessarily 
divisive process, laying this bill down 
last night, it is never too late for us to 
do the right thing. Let us use the com-
mitment to good faith that I believe we 
all share to reach a genuine and fair 
political compromise on trade adjust-
ment assistance and to finally resolve 
the few remaining trade adjustment as-
sistance issues—and maybe a few other 
issues—that are out there. 

We can get this done. Senator BAU-
CUS and I have shown 98 other Senators 
that working together we can accom-
plish a great deal of good. He has been 
doing that with me. But I think the 
process last night detracts from it. 
Maybe it was not meant to hurt what 

we are trying to do, but I think it has 
done that. 

I am glad that I will have the oppor-
tunity, regardless of this act, to con-
tinue to sit down with my colleague 
and work out differences. That is what 
I want all the other 98 Senators—or at 
least hopefully an overwhelming num-
ber, 70 or so—to do, work with us in 
this process. I think there are that 
many people in this body who know 
trade promotion authority is the right 
thing to do. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Idaho. 
Mr. CRAIG. Madam President, I come 

to the floor this morning to speak in 
behalf of an amendment laid down by 
my colleague from North Dakota, Sen-
ator DORGAN, as it relates to a particu-
larly growing concerning that we have 
about a provision within the North 
American Free Trade Agreement. Be-
cause we are now on the floor of the 
Senate with trade issues that are so 
important to our country, we thought 
this the appropriate place to offer this 
amendment. 

Representing a State such as Idaho, I 
know the words ‘‘made in Idaho’’ or 
‘‘buy Idaho’’ have become a rather im-
portant but familiar refrain across my 
State for the last good number of 
years. What is unique about that is it 
has now become a refrain around the 
world, as products built in my State, as 
in other States, are now trafficking in 
world commerce and are a growing part 
of the Idaho economy. Whether it is 
the potato chip, for which we are well 
known, or the computer chip, with 
which we now dominate world markets 
because of quality and efficiency, Ida-
ho’s trade has grown phenomenally in 
the last decade, increasing and improv-
ing and diversifying our economy, and 
at the same time supplying increasing 
numbers of jobs that are important to 
all Idahoans. 

So whether it is trade adjustment or 
whether it is trade promotion author-
ity, all of those become important 
items that we clearly need to debate. I, 
like the ranking member of the Fi-
nance Committee, am extremely frus-
trated by the process and the character 
of the process that has been given to us 
by the majority leader. We cannot look 
at these different trade issues sepa-
rately and in a clean fashion and de-
bate them in a way that allows us to 
focus individually on these issues from 
the importance of displaced worker 
health care, of course, to the impor-
tance of our President having the au-
thority to negotiate trade agreements. 

All of that said, what is most impor-
tant in any trade agreement is the 
transparency of the process so all of us 
can understand what our negotiators 
are doing and why they are doing it 
and the advantages those negotiations 
will bring to us as citizens, as workers, 
as producers within this economy. 

The Dorgan amendment does just 
that for an agreement that is already 
in place, the North American Free 

Trade Agreement—that I happened to 
oppose when it came to the floor some 
years ago. 

I had been a supporter of the Cana-
dian Free Trade Agreement originally. 
But as the Bush administration and 
then the Clinton administration put 
the final touches to the North Amer-
ican Free Trade Agreement, there 
clearly were provisions within it that I 
thought would not only be troublesome 
to enforce but this country more likely 
would not enforce, and the Canadian 
Government, on the other side of the 
border, would enforce, making it most 
difficult for commerce to flow evenly 
in both directions, which would create 
disadvantages for our producers and for 
our consumers, while creating advan-
tages for the producers of Canada. 

Guess what. I was right in many in-
stances. Many of my farmers and 
ranchers in Idaho today do not agree 
that the Canadian Free Trade Agree-
ment was, in fact, a positive move for 
our country. This administration, 
though, has shown its willingness to 
enforce trade remedy law. With the 
steel agreement of a few months ago, 
and now a soft wood Canadian timber 
agreement just penned by the Depart-
ment of Commerce, and being heard by 
the International Trade Commission as 
we speak today, we see the willingness 
on the part of this President to use 
law, current law, in a way that will not 
only force but stabilize markets and 
create level playing fields for producers 
and create a fair trade environment 
that some of my producers do not 
think exists. 

While trade is so important to my 
State, tragically enough some of my 
producers and workers are beginning to 
believe that free trade means that it 
all comes here and is sold in America, 
displacing our workers and changing 
our economy because we have had ad-
ministrations in the past that were not 
willing to enforce trade remedy situa-
tions and level the playing field and 
create fair and equitable environments. 

I know the positive nature of trade 
and the importance of it. At the same 
time, chapter 11 of the North American 
Free Trade Agreement does something 
that is increasingly important as it re-
lates to what are called Investor Pro-
tection Tribunals. That means when 
one government takes an action that 
may cause a dislocation of a product 
within the commerce of another coun-
try under the North American Free 
Trade Agreement, there is a procedure, 
a process by which it can be deter-
mined whether that was a fair and eq-
uitable process. 

The tragedy of that is the tribunals 
have been closed and the public has not 
been allowed to see them. I must tell 
you, this administration recognizes it, 
understands its problems. It is impor-
tant we try to deal with those as rap-
idly as we can. 

Last July, our U.S. Trade Represent-
ative, Bob Zoellick, together with his 
Canadian and Mexican trade counter-
parts, discussed the secretive nature of 
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these unique dispute tribunals. They 
recognized that these tribunals needed 
to be more open and they announced 
they would take steps to open up the 
deliberations of the tribunals. 

On July 31, they issued an interpreta-
tion of chapter 11 stating that tribu-
nals should operate as transparently as 
possible. That very wording, tragically 
enough, gave those who operate the tri-
bunals an opportunity to operate in a 
less than transparent environment. 

As a result of that, Senator DORGAN 
and I have brought this amendment to 
the floor—I am a cosponsor of it—sim-
ply saying that this is a requirement, 
that the President needs to move in 
this direction, to certify that these tri-
bunals are open, and to respond as 
quickly as possible in a time certain. 
We believe that is critically important. 

If we are going to get the American 
producer, the American worker, and 
the American consumer to understand 
the international character of our com-
merce and the international character 
of our economy, they also have to 
know that on the government side of 
the process—and there is a government 
side to trade when you move across 
international borders and when you 
move across political jurisdictions— 
that the government’s side of it will be 
aggressive, balanced, fair, and that the 
proceedings of that government be 
transparent so that the public can un-
derstand why a certain action is taken 
and why a certain remedy is produced. 
We think that is all very critical and 
very necessary. 

I suggest that the Dorgan amend-
ment is in fact a perfecting amendment 
to the North American Free Trade 
Agreement. 

We believe it was the intent origi-
nally that these dispute tribunals be 
allowed to be open, and appropriately 
so. Yet it has not occurred. All of them 
have been secretive in the past. 

We had a tribunal against MTBE be-
cause of the action of the State that 
dramatically impacted the producing 
company in Canada. At the same time, 
it was the right of the State of Cali-
fornia to do what they did. 

Regulatory activity that changes a 
market environment needs to be under-
stood, and the transparency of those 
tribunals simply allows that to happen. 
That is, in my opinion, the importance 
of the Dorgan amendment. 

The Washington Times has recog-
nized this problem, as have other publi-
cations, as it relates to, again, the kind 
of transparency that we think is im-
portant. 

In the character of the tribunal, Bill 
Moyers—I don’t always agree with him 
and what he says on PBS, but I think 
in this instance we agree—talked about 
the balance and the importance. Other 
publications have recognized that this 
is a growing problem within the North 
American free trade environment—that 
what we do is not as open and trans-
parent as it ought to be. 

It is my understanding that we are 
going to have an opportunity to vote 

on this issue sometime in the imme-
diate future. I hope my colleagues, rec-
ognizing that this is a perfecting 
amendment which directs the Presi-
dent to move in a positive direction to 
certify the openness and the trans-
parency of these actions within the 
North American Free Trade Agreement 
and within the tribunals of jurisdic-
tion, will do so under what we call the 
chapter 11 tribunal. 

With those comments, I yield the 
floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. SPECTER. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that I may pro-
ceed for 7 minutes as if in morning 
business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(The remarks of Mr. SPECTER per-
taining to the introduction of S. 2446 
are located in today’s RECORD under 
‘‘Statements on Introduced Bills and 
Joint Resolutions.’’) 

Mr. SPECTER. I yield the floor 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Montana. 
Mr. BAUCUS. Madam President, I 

would like to say a few words about the 
pending amendment offered by my 
good friend from North Dakota, Sen-
ator DORGAN. It was offered yesterday 
evening. 

His amendment calls for greater 
transparency in dispute settlement 
under NAFTA chapter 11—that is the 
so-called investor-State dispute settle-
ment. I think that is a very important 
objective. 

I agree that lack of transparency is 
one of the major flaws in how chapter 
11 has operated. It is clear that it 
makes no sense whatsoever that when 
the United States is negotiating or 
companies are negotiating or trying to 
resolve a dispute with a Canadian com-
pany, the proceedings are, in effect, se-
cret, that they are not open to the pub-
lic. That makes no sense. 

I might say, too, that the issues in 
dispute before chapter 11 tribunals 
clearly implicate essential functions of 
Government, including protection of 
the environment. They raise issues 
concerning public health and safety. I 
think any body deliberating on such 
important questions—it is axiomatic; 
it is a priority—should be open to the 
public. That is just a given. 

Moreover, interested parties must be 
able to convey their views in such a 
body, as is the case in our judicial 
process, where an interested party can 
file a brief, say, an amicus curiae brief, 
say, with the Supreme Court. 

Fortunately, this is a matter under 
which I think there is a growing con-
sensus. I note that last year the United 
States, Canada, and Mexico adopted an 
interpretive note that provides for 
greater transparency in chapter 11 pro-
ceedings. The parties agreed, ‘‘to make 
available to the public in a timely 
manner all documents submitted to, or 
issued by, a Chapter eleven tribunal,’’ 
subject to redaction of confidential 

material. The United States, Canada, 
and Mexico did agree, in an interpre-
tive note, to provide for greater trans-
parency, at least with respect to mak-
ing public documents more available. 

I think this interpretive note is a 
good start, but it is clear it is only a 
start. We have far more to do in open-
ing up proceedings. 

I might say, I raised this issue with 
European negotiators at the infamous 
Seattle administerial on trade not so 
long ago, and I was surprised at the re-
sistance I received, particularly from 
European negotiators. They did not 
seem to be automatically agreeing 
that, yes, that is good for the process. 
To me, it indicates we are going to 
have to move further and work a little 
more aggressively to help accomplish 
our objective, and that is transparency. 
For that reason, the Finance Com-
mittee bill currently on the floor in-
cluded in the TPA bill a detailed nego-
tiating objective precisely on this sub-
ject. 

Let me read it. These are the pri-
mary negotiating objectives contained 
in the bill: provide for ensuring that all 
requests for dispute settlement, and all 
proceedings, submissions, findings, and 
decisions in dispute settlement are 
promptly made public; ensuring that 
all hearings are open to the public; and 
establishing a mechanism for accept-
ance of amicus curiae briefs from busi-
nesses, unions, and nongovernmental 
organizations. 

It is a huge step, frankly. It is very 
clear that this is a primary negotiating 
objective on the part of the U.S. Gov-
ernment. 

I think we in America sometimes 
take it for granted that important de-
cisions—that is, judicial decisions, leg-
islative, and executive decisions—are 
made openly, made in public, with ade-
quate opportunity for all sides to be 
heard. I think we take that for grant-
ed; it is so common in our country. 

I think the same ought to be true 
when important Government regula-
tions are being considered in inter-
national dispute settlements. I firmly 
believe the trade bill makes that objec-
tive clear. 

Having said that, I must say I have 
some concerns about the amendment of 
my friend from North Dakota. And 
that is because his amendment would 
mandate that the President pursue ne-
gotiations with Canada and Mexico and 
require that the Trade Representative 
certify that the negotiations have been 
accomplished within 12 months. 

There is no mandating language in 
this bill—for good reason. First, it is 
unconstitutional. The courts will 
strike it because the legislative branch 
cannot mandate the executive branch 
what to do in negotiating agreements. 
It is unconstitutional. That is No. 1. 

No. 2, even if it were constitutional, 
if we mandate in one area, we nec-
essarily give up significantly in other 
areas. One other area would be the ag-
ricultural provisions. We are trying to 
get Canada, for example, to dismantle 
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its trading commission, the Wheat 
Board. It is an unfair trade barrier and 
hurts our American farmers. If you 
mandate transparency, what will hap-
pen? 

First, the Canadians will say, if you 
want us to do that, we will ask you to 
give up someplace else or we will not 
be as amenable to your suggestion that 
we give up on the Canadian Wheat 
Board. It does not make good sense in 
trying to get good, solid trade agree-
ments. 

We have avoided using mandates in 
the bill. Rather, in the tradition of 
these kinds of measures, we laid out 
negotiated objectives and agreed to 
consider implementing legislation 
under special rules; that is, if the 
President makes progress in achieving 
these objectives. 

I think it should give all Senators 
some concern that this mandate also 
requires the President to, in 1 year, 
certify that the USTR has fulfilled the 
requirements set forth in this section. 
I don’t know how in the world the 
President of the United States in 1 
year will be able to certify that the 
mandate called for in this amendment 
is fully implemented; that is, full 
transparency. It is just not going to 
happen. It is unconstitutional anyway 
because the legislative branch, under 
the Constitution, cannot mandate to 
the executive branch what to do in ne-
gotiating agreements with other coun-
tries. That is an unconstitutional pro-
vision. 

I very much hope my friend from 
North Dakota will work to modify the 
amendment. I strongly agree with the 
intent and the import of what he is 
trying to do. This puts me in a very 
difficult position because I do agree 
with what he is trying to do. But the 
goal here is to be effective. The goal 
here is to get the job done. 

Frankly, I would like to ask the Sen-
ator from North Dakota if he would 
yield for a question; that is, if there is 
some way we can modify this amend-
ment to make it effective, because the 
current draft is unconstitutional and 
also because of the flaws of the man-
dating approach and the impracticality 
of getting this accomplished within 1 
year. I ask my good friend from North 
Dakota if he is willing to modify given 
those flaws? 

Mr. DORGAN. In response to the Sen-
ator from Montana, I certainly respect 
his view, but I don’t share his view that 
this amendment would in any way be 
unconstitutional. I believe the amend-
ment, if I modify it, would be less like-
ly to achieve its purpose. If I don’t 
modify it, I think it is a stronger ini-
tiative that says to the administration, 
this is what the Congress aspires to 
achieve with respect to changing the 
secrecy by which dispute tribunals in 
NAFTA are now conducted. I would 
prefer we not modify it in order that it 
be a stronger initiative. 

I do not see this as in any way being 
unconstitutional. It is in perfect con-
cert with our constitutional respon-
sibilities. 

Mr. BAUCUS. I thank my good 
friend, but it is just a matter of judg-
ment. It clearly is unconstitutional be-
cause Congress cannot mandate to the 
President telling the President what he 
must do in negotiating agreements 
with other countries. That is clearly an 
unconstitutional mandate of authority. 
I must say, I doubt this provision will 
survive in conference for those reasons. 

I fully understand the Senator. The 
goal here is to be as effective as we pos-
sibly can because the Senator and I 
agree with the same objective. The ob-
jective is full transparency in these 
proceedings. That is clearly going to be 
in the public interest. It is going to 
help Americans and help people all 
around the world. 

I thank my good friend and yield the 
floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs. 
CLINTON). The Senator from North Da-
kota. 

Mr. DORGAN. Madam President, my 
colleague, Senator CRAIG from Idaho, 
spoke in support of the amendment. It 
is an amendment we offered jointly. I 
ask unanimous consent that others in 
the Senate who have asked this morn-
ing be added as cosponsors: Senators 
BYRD, DAYTON, and DURBIN. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DORGAN. Let me describe again 
what it is we are attempting to 
achieve. We have now, under NAFTA, 
dispute tribunals or tribunals that are 
created for the purposes of resolving 
disputes. Regrettably, those tribunals 
are conducted in secret. They are se-
cret tribunals. The American people 
are excluded from knowing what they 
have done, what they are doing, what 
they are going to do, how they reached 
a decision. We are not entitled to re-
view any of the information they have 
or the information they might have 
used to reach a decision. They lock the 
door, and behind locked closed doors, 
they discuss this country’s future with 
respect to international trade disputes. 

We ought not be a party to that. 
That is not what we signed up for. That 
is not what the U.S. Government is 
about—secrecy, closed, locked doors in 
some foreign land. That is not what we 
ought to be about. This amendment 
says: Let’s stop that. Let’s not have 
the dispute tribunals be secret. 

Let me give an example of why this 
is important: what is happening with 
respect to NAFTA and a fuel additive 
called MTBE. This is all under some-
thing called chapter 11. You might 
think chapter 11 has to do with bank-
ruptcy. It does not. Chapter 11 was put 
in NAFTA at the request of negotiators 
thinking that U.S. investors in Mexico 
might have their assets seized by the 
Mexican Government or Mexican regu-
lators and the Mexican legal system 
probably wouldn’t provide sufficient 
protection. So U.S. negotiators actu-
ally asked to have chapter 11 included 
in NAFTA. It was. It was designed to 
create tribunals that would consider 
claims from foreign investors that they 

had property taken by Government 
regulation. 

By design, these tribunals were given 
leeway to operate in secrecy. They 
were bound only by international arbi-
tration rules. That allowed the tribu-
nals to act however they saw fit. If any 
of the parties to the claim wanted to 
keep the proceedings secret, the briefs 
would not be disclosed and the hearings 
would be closed. And that is exactly 
what has happened. 

Let me describe what has happened 
here with respect to chapter 11 and the 
tribunals and what this Government, 
what the United States of America, is 
part of. It involves Methanex, a Cana-
dian company that makes MTBE, a 
fuel additive. We have been talking 
about MTBE recently in the debate 
over the energy bill so most Members 
are familiar with this fuel additive. 

In 1999, California decided to ban 
MTBE because they began to find it in 
their ground water and drinking water. 
All of a sudden they began to measure 
this fuel additive, which is harmful to 
human health in their water system. 
They decided they better ban MTBE. 
And so California did that. Fourteen 
other States are considering limita-
tions to the use of MTBE. It was 1990, 
in fact, when California first discov-
ered traces of MTBE in the drinking 
water. 

In 1995, 71 percent of Santa Monica’s 
drinking water was shut down. Their 
supply was shut down due to the pres-
ence of MTBE. In 1996, MTBE was dis-
covered in Lake Tahoe. In 1998, an EPA 
blue-ribbon panel called for substantial 
reduction in the usage of MTBE. 

Then California decided, in 1999, they 
were going to ban MTBE altogether. A 
Canadian corporation that makes it 
called Methanex heard about the Cali-
fornia decision, and they realized they 
stood to lose a lot of money. If Cali-
fornia bans MTBE, this corporation 
stands to lose money. So Methanex 
filed a chapter 11 claim against the 
United States for $970 million. Think of 
this. Methanex, a Canadian corpora-
tion, files a $970 million claim against 
the United States of America because 
California decided to ban MTBE be-
cause it was discovering it was showing 
up in drinking water and ground water 
and that it is harmful to human 
health. So a foreign corporation sues 
our country because we are taking ac-
tion to protect human health in this 
country. 

This claim has had an incredibly 
chilling effect on environmental regu-
latory activity. If a State wants to 
keep poisons out of its rivers and 
streams, it now has to worry about a 
chapter 11 complaint being filed. The 
producers of that poison will file a 
chapter 11 claim and claim a billion 
dollars in injury against the United 
States. But, then, that claim, when 
considered under a tribunal in chapter 
11, will be resolved in secret. 

Let me restate this so people will un-
derstand it. A State finds a poison in 
its drinking water and in its ground 
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water. It takes action to ban the use of 
that fuel additive that creates it and 
which has allowed it to show up in the 
drinking water; and a foreign company 
that produces it sues us for almost $1 
billion because that is the injury that 
will exist to that company. By the 
way, they would sue us and go to chap-
ter 11, and they will have an advantage 
in a three-person tribunal under chap-
ter 11 of having secret proceedings. The 
American people are told it is none of 
your business. It is none of our busi-
ness when we take action to stop poi-
sons from finding their way to our 
drinking water? That is none of our 
business? 

Well, I am using one example— 
MTBE. This amendment says it shall 
not be secret any longer, that the dis-
pute resolution under chapter 11—the 
tribunals, their behavior, actions and 
their considerations—shall not be se-
cret. You cannot keep that information 
from the American people. We will not 
allow it. Our amendment says the 
President shall negotiate a change 
with Canada and Mexico to the condi-
tions under which these tribunals meet 
and shall report back to Congress with-
in 1 year; that these tribunals shall be 
held in the open; that the secrecy has 
ended, and that transparency will 
exist. That is our amendment. 

My colleague from Montana said the 
amendment is unconstitutional. If I 
might, without providing a lecture on 
the Constitution, I will put up a chart. 
Article I, section 8 of the Constitution 
says the Congress shall have the power 
to regulate commerce with foreign na-
tions. It doesn’t say Ambassador 
Zoellick shall have the power, or Presi-
dent Clinton or President Bush shall 
have the power; it says the Congress 
shall have the power. 

We have a lot of people here who 
have forgotten that or have decided to 
ignore it. But that is what the Con-
stitution of the United States says— 
Congress shall have the power. Fifty- 
five people wrote that over 200 years 
ago. This Congress, well over two cen-
turies later, has apparently decided 
that it wishes to consider giving the 
President the authority on trade with 
something called fast track. So it is ap-
parently not unconstitutional in the 
minds of some to give the President 
this authority, despite the fact that 
the Constitution says it is the 
Congress’s authority. They would say 
it is not unconstitutional to give the 
President the authority to do this, but 
it is unconstitutional to direct the 
President to end secrecy in the tribu-
nals. I don’t understand that. That 
doesn’t make any sense to me. Of 
course, we have a right to direct our 
trade negotiators to direct this admin-
istration to negotiate an end to the se-
crecy in these tribunals. Of course, we 
have a right to do that. Are we kid-
ding? The Constitution says we have 
the right. 

This isn’t some idle piece of paper. It 
is the Constitution of the United 
States. I don’t want to hear that we 

don’t have the authority to do this. Of 
course we do. 

The question for the Senate is this: 
In the future, both in this case and the 
next one, when one of our States, or 
our Government, takes action to pro-
tect our citizens against someone poi-
soning our water or polluting our air, 
and somebody files a large claim 
against the United States for pro-
tecting its citizens, saying, by the way, 
you have violated our trade laws and 
injured us; do you want the consider-
ation of that dispute to be resolved in 
deep secrecy, behind closed doors, per-
haps in a foreign land, with three peo-
ple who will not tell you what they are 
doing, what they have done, or why 
they have done it? Is that what you 
want for this country? I don’t think so. 

If you believe in open government, 
and in democracy, and in fair trade, 
and in the Constitution, then you have 
to believe in this amendment. This is 
not rocket science. This is common 
sense. Often, common sense finds a dif-
ficult road here in the Congress be-
cause it attracts comments by people 
who say, well, I know it sounds good, 
but it is not as easy as it sounds. This 
is as easy as it sounds, believe me. It is 
as easy as it sounds. All this country 
has to do, with respect to Canada and 
Mexico, is to say with respect to our 
trade agreement that we will not be in-
volved in secret tribunals. That is not 
the American way and not something 
Congress will any longer support. 

Why do we have to do this in this leg-
islation? Because we have had our 
Trade Representative, Mr. Zoellick, al-
ready tell us that he would like to end 
the secrecy. 

Trade ministers from the U.S., Can-
ada, and Mexico last year tried to im-
pose greater openness on a procedure 
under NAFTA that allows companies 
to sue governments for millions in 
monetary damages, but the effort has 
so far failed. 

That is according to the Washington 
Times last month. 

Charges of secrecy have dogged the 
chapter 11 process since its inception. 
Many NAFTA supporters now concede 
that the closed tribunals have contrib-
uted to public distrust of the agree-
ment, and advocate greater openness 
for the procedure. 

Our Trade Representative, Mr. 
Zoellick, has spoken on this issue. He 
wants more openness. But the fact is, 
these tribunals ignore it. The openness 
doesn’t now exist. There is still a veil 
of secrecy. That dis-serves the inter-
ests of this country. That is why this 
amendment is necessary, and that is 
why the amendment is necessary now. 
No, it is not unconstitutional—not at 
all. 

This Congress has every right to 
speak on this subject. In fact, this Con-
gress has a responsibility to speak on 
this subject. We know it is wrong to 
have a foreign corporation suing our 
Government because our Government 
is taking action to protect our con-
sumers against poison in the water. 

And then to throw that into a tribunal 
and tell the American people, by the 
way, it is none of their business; they 
can’t see it, hear it, or be a part of it, 
we know that is wrong. Everybody in 
this Chamber knows that is wrong. 

So we are going to vote on this 
amendment. As I said when I started, it 
is a bipartisan amendment. I have been 
joined by Senator CRAIG from Idaho, 
from the other party. I appreciate his 
cosponsorship and his work with me on 
it. I think he believes, as I do—in fact, 
he expressed that a few minutes ago on 
this floor—that we must take action to 
end this secrecy. This is the place to do 
it and this is the time to do it. We are 
now considering international trade. 
We are considering fast-track trade au-
thority. This is the place and time to 
add this amendment. 

With that, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Nevada is recognized. 
Mr. REID. Madam President, I move 

to table the Dorgan amendment and 
ask for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays are ordered and 

the clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. REID. I announce that the Sen-

ator from New Jersey (Mr. TORRICELLI) 
is necessarily absent. 

Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the 
Senator from North Carolina (Mr. 
HELMS), the Senator from Kentucky 
(Mr. BUNNING), and the Senator from 
Utah (Mr. BENNETT) are necessarily ab-
sent. 

I further announce that if present 
and voting the Senator from North 
Carolina (Mr. HELMS) would vote ‘‘no’’ 
and the Senator from Kentucky (Mr. 
BUNNING) would vote ‘‘yea.’’ 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 29, 
nays 67, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 101 Leg.] 

YEAS—29 

Allen 
Bond 
Breaux 
Brownback 
Chafee 
Cochran 
DeWine 
Domenici 
Enzi 
Fitzgerald 

Frist 
Gramm 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hagel 
Hatch 
Hutchison 
Kyl 
Lott 
Lugar 

McCain 
McConnell 
Miller 
Nickles 
Santorum 
Stevens 
Thompson 
Voinovich 
Warner 

NAYS—67 

Akaka 
Allard 
Baucus 
Bayh 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Boxer 
Burns 
Byrd 
Campbell 
Cantwell 
Carnahan 
Carper 
Cleland 
Clinton 
Collins 
Conrad 

Corzine 
Craig 
Crapo 
Daschle 
Dayton 
Dodd 
Dorgan 
Durbin 
Edwards 
Ensign 
Feingold 
Feinstein 
Graham 
Harkin 
Hollings 
Hutchinson 
Inhofe 

Inouye 
Jeffords 
Johnson 
Kennedy 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Landrieu 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lieberman 
Lincoln 
Mikulski 
Murkowski 
Murray 
Nelson (FL) 
Nelson (NE) 
Reed 
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Reid 
Roberts 
Rockefeller 
Sarbanes 
Schumer 
Sessions 

Shelby 
Smith (NH) 
Smith (OR) 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stabenow 

Thomas 
Thurmond 
Wellstone 
Wyden 

NOT VOTING—4 

Bennett 
Bunning 

Helms 
Torricelli 

Mr. REID. Madam President, I move 
to reconsider the vote and I move to 
lay that motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada. 

Mr. REID. Madam President, I have 
been informed by staff—I hope I have 
been informed wrongly—that we are 
now not going to be allowed to vote on 
the underlying amendment, the Dorgan 
amendment. 

Normally what happens here is that 
when a motion to table is defeated and 
the amendment is there, and it is such 
an overwhelming vote, it is just adopt-
ed by voice. But I have been told the 
minority will not allow us to do this. 

I am troubled for a number of rea-
sons, not the least of which is what 
happened when the majority leader had 
breakfast with the President yester-
day. I believe it was yesterday. It could 
have been the day before, but I am al-
most certain it was yesterday. At that 
breakfast, the President told the ma-
jority leader and those other people as-
sembled that his No. 1 priority was this 
trade bill. 

On the first amendment we offered, 
there is a filibuster. 

If there is something in this bill that 
someone doesn’t like, let him move to 
strike that portion of the bill. There 
are all kinds of things that can be 
done. But for us to be told that we can-
not vote on this says there is a fili-
buster taking place. I suggest—cer-
tainly the decision is not mine, but I 
think the majority leader would have 
to strongly consider filing a motion to 
invoke cloture. Certainly, when the 
motion is defeated by such an over-
whelming margin and we are now told 
we cannot adopt the measure, it seems 
it is totally unfair. 

Mr. DORGAN. Will the Senator from 
Nevada yield? 

Mr. REID. I yield to the Senator 
from North Dakota, for a question, 
without losing the floor. 

Mr. DORGAN. Madam President, I in-
quire whether the Senator has been in-
formed of the delay here being a delay 
because someone needs more time to 
speak on this amendment. That is cer-
tainly reasonable. 

I spoke on the amendment yesterday. 
I spoke on it this morning. Others 
spoke on it this morning. Senator 
CRAIG, who is a cosponsor, spoke on it. 

Unless there are others who wish to 
speak on the amendment—certainly 
that is reasonable. But if that is not 
the reason, we have had plenty of time 
on this amendment. I thought we had. 
Then there was a tabling motion. We 
should be ready to adopt the amend-
ment. After all, 67 people voted against 

tabling. One would expect there would 
be a pretty strong expression here with 
respect to this amendment. 

Was the Senator informed about the 
manner of the delay? Is it because 
there needs to be more discussion on 
the underlying amendment or is there 
some other reason? 

Mr. REID. I say to my friend from 
North Dakota in answer to his ques-
tion, we have just been through 6 or 7 
weeks on the energy bill. On that bill, 
we had a series of amendments pend-
ing. I think we got up to maybe 15 or 16 
amendments pending where people 
would offer amendments and then 
there would be no resolution of that 
amendment. It made it very difficult to 
work through that bill. 

I say to my friend from North Da-
kota, who had the wisdom and fore-
sight to offer this amendment, that it 
appears clear we have an effort to stop 
the bill. I commented as the Senator 
from Texas was giving his statement 
this morning, I have great respect for 
him. He obviously was a great pro-
fessor. We know he has a Ph.D. in eco-
nomics. His statement was one that 
gave me the desire to listen to what he 
had to say. 

As I was going through this, I said to 
myself: If I were on the other side and 
I didn’t like this, I would simply move 
to strike part of it. But the Senator 
has made his decision, and I respect 
that. As a result of that—I think it is 
too bad—I say to my friend from North 
Dakota, I think the majority leader 
this afternoon should strongly consider 
invoking cloture on this bill. 

AMENDMENT NO. 3389 TO AMENDMENT NO. 3387 
Madam President, while I have the 

floor, on behalf of Senator LIEBERMAN I 
call up an amendment at the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The senior assistant bill clerk read as 
follows: 

The Senator from Nevada [Mr. REID], for 
Mr. LIEBERMAN, for himself, Mr. DASCHLE, 
Mr. SMITH of Oregon, Mr. ALLARD, Mr. 
BROWNBACK, Mr. BUNNING, Mrs. CARNAHAN, 
Mr. CLELAND, Mrs. CLINTON, Ms. COLLINS, Mr. 
DEWINE, Mr. HATCH, Mr. KYL, Mr. MCCON-
NELL, Mr. SANTORUM, Mr. SMITH of New 
Hampshire, Mr. STEVENS, Mr. WARNER, Mr. 
BAUCUS, Mrs. BOXER, Mr. WYDEN, Mr. 
CORZINE, Mr. DURBIN, Mr. GRAHAM, Ms. LAN-
DRIEU, Mr. HARKIN, Mr. JOHNSON, Mrs. MUR-
RAY, Mrs. LINCOLN, Mr. NELSON of Florida, 
Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr. REED, and Mr. SCHUMER, 
proposes an amendment numbered 3389 to 
amendment No. 3387. 

Mr. REID. I ask unanimous consent 
the reading of the amendment be dis-
pensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To express solidarity with Israel in 

its fight against terrorism) 
At the appropriate place, insert the fol-

lowing new section: 
SEC. ll. EXPRESSING SOLIDARTIY WITH ISRAEL 

IN ITS FIGHT AGAINST TERRORISM. 
(a) FINDINGS.—Congress makes the fol-

lowing findings: 
(1) The United States and Israel are now 

engaged in a common struggle against ter-

rorism and are on the frontlines of a conflict 
thrust upon them against their will. 

(2) President George W. Bush declared on 
November 21, 2001, ‘‘We fight the terrorists 
and we fight all of those who give them aid. 
America has a message for the nations of the 
world: If you harbor terrorists, you are ter-
rorists. If you train or arm a terrorist, you 
are a terrorist. If you feed a terrorist or fund 
a terrorist, you are a terrorist, and you will 
be held accountable by the United States and 
our friends.’’. 

(3) The United States has committed to 
provide resources to states on the frontline 
in the war against terrorism. 

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—The Congress— 
(1) stands in solidarity with Israel, a front-

line state in the war against terrorism, as it 
takes necessary steps to provide security to 
its people by dismantling the terrorist infra-
structure in the Palestinian areas; 

(2) remains committed to Israel’s right to 
self-defense; 

(3) will continue to assist Israel in 
strengthening its homeland defenses; 

(4) condemns Palestinian suicide bombings; 
(5) demands that the Palestinian Authority 

fulfill its commitment to dismantle the ter-
rorist infrastructure in the Palestinian 
areas; 

(6) urges all Arab states, particularly the 
United States allies, Egypt and Saudi Ara-
bia, to declare their unqualified opposition 
to all forms of terrorism, particularly sui-
cide bombing, and to act in concert with the 
United States to stop the violence; and 

(7) urges all parties in the region to pursue 
vigorously efforts to establish a just, lasting, 
and comprehensive peace in the Middle East. 

Mr. REID. I extend my appreciation 
to the Senator from Connecticut for 
the work he has done on this amend-
ment. 

During the time we have served to-
gether in the Senate, we have become 
friends. But from my own perspective, 
I have come to rely on the Senator 
from Connecticut as someone who 
never does anything in a hurry. He is 
very deliberate, thoughtful, and this 
amendment is in the style of LIEBER-
MAN. So I want him to understand how 
much I appreciate—and I think I speak 
for the whole Senate—the work he has 
done on this very difficult matter that 
is going to be brought before the Sen-
ate. I hope we can have some debate 
and vote very quickly. 

I think the people of our country are 
expecting a good strong vote on this 
issue, and they will get a good strong 
vote. There are a lot of reasons, not the 
least of which is the work done by the 
Senator from Connecticut. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Connecticut. 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Madam President, 
I thank my friend and colleague from 
Nevada, whose words were unexpected. 
They are unnecessary. But they are 
deeply appreciated—in general and on 
the specific thanks for his support of 
this resolution. 

I am proud to stand and urge adop-
tion of this amendment, which em-
bodies a resolution expressing soli-
darity with Israel in its fight against 
terrorism. 

This amendment is a statement of 
fundamental principles. It is cospon-
sored by Senator SMITH of Oregon, with 
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whom it has been a pleasure to work. 
The underlying resolution is also co-
sponsored by the majority leader, Sen-
ator DASCHLE, and the Republican lead-
er, Senator LOTT. At last count, we had 
well over a majority of Members of the 
Senate cosponsoring the resolution 
which has now become this amendment 
and, notably and encouragingly, with 
just about equal support from both 
Democrats and Republicans. 

It is a fundamental principle of our 
foreign policy that terrorism is evil. It 
is not an acceptable form of political 
expression. It is also a fundamental 
tenet of our policy that a government, 
a society, should and must protect 
itself against violent terrorism. Those 
policies underlay most of recent mem-
ory, since the ugly head of terrorism 
reared itself in our history. 

We have felt it with a particular in-
tensity, pain and resolve, since Sep-
tember 11 when we in America were 
brutally attacked by terrorists and lost 
the lives of more than 3,000 of our fel-
low Americans and family members in 
that attack. 

After that attack, President Bush 
came before Congress with a very stir-
ring, strong, and principled speech. 
Among other things, he enunciated a 
series of principles which have come to 
be known as ‘‘The Bush Doctrine.’’ 

To state it as simply as I can, as I re-
call those words, the President spoke 
to the Joint Session of Congress in 
September. He said to the nations of 
the world: 

Either you are with us, or you are with the 
terrorists. 

Then on November 22, 2001, the Presi-
dent said: 

We fight the terrorists, and we fight all 
those who give them aid. America has a mes-
sage for the nations of the world. If you har-
bor terrorists, you are terrorists. If you train 
or arm a terrorist, you are a terrorist. If you 
feed a terrorist, or fund a terrorist, you are 
a terrorist, and you will be held accountable 
by the United States and our friends. 

The intention of this amendment, 
which Senator SMITH, I, and others 
have worked on—and which we have 
tried to fashion in a way to encourage 
the broadest statement by this Senate 
representing the American people—is 
to embody and express those last words 
that I quoted from President Bush: If 
you support a terrorist in any way, you 
will be held accountable by the United 
States and by our friends. 

Israel is and has been a great friend 
of the United States. The United 
States has been a great friend to Israel. 
Our two nations are tied together by 
common values, by a common political 
system—democracy—by common stra-
tegic interests, and by the closest of re-
lationships between our military and 
intelligence systems. 

Our friend, Israel, has been under 
siege from a systematic and deliberate 
campaign of suicide and homicide at-
tacks by terrorists. Their essence is 
identical to the attacks on our country 
on September 11. Those suicide bomb-
ers striking innocent Israelis in super-

markets, buses, public squares, pizza 
restaurants, schools, and religious ob-
servances are cut from the same cloth 
of evil as the terrorists who turned air-
planes into weapons and struck the 
United States on September 11. 

So our country is engaged now with 
Israel and other allies in a common 
struggle against terrorism. But Israel, 
in particular, among our allies has 
found itself now on the front lines of a 
conflict thrust upon it against its will. 
In the absence of action by the Pales-
tinian Authority to suppress these acts 
of terrorism—in particular the abhor-
rent and inhumane practice of suicide 
and homicide bombings—the Israeli 
Government has acted to protect its 
homeland, just as we have acted in so 
many ways, so courageously, so proud-
ly, and so effectively since September 
11, to protect our homeland and our 
people in America. 

The intention of this amendment is 
to put the Senate of the United States 
on record in support of Israel’s right to 
self-defense. 

To state it in words that are direct, 
Congress stands in solidarity with 
Israel—a front-line state in the war 
against terrorism—as it takes nec-
essary steps to provide security to its 
people, by dismantling the terrorist in-
frastructure in the Palestinian areas, 
and remain committed to Israel’s right 
to self-defense. 

I welcome the easing of a recent 
standoff between Israel and the Pal-
estinians achieved in the last few days, 
thanks in good measure to effective di-
plomacy by the Bush administration. 

It is my fervent hope now that Chair-
man Arafat and Palestinian leaders 
will use this opportunity, as this 
amendment states, to ‘‘dismantle the 
terrorist infrastructure in the Pales-
tinian areas and to pursue vigorously 
efforts to establish a just, lasting and 
comprehensive peace.’’ 

That is what the majority of Israelis 
want. I continue to hope and believe 
that is what the majority of Palestin-
ians want—that the established leader-
ship of the majority of the Palestinian 
people, whose lives have been so dif-
ficult, will take back the legitimate 
cause of Palestinian statehood from 
the suicide bombers and terrorists who 
have hijacked it. 

A just, lasting, and comprehensive 
peace is also clearly what we in Amer-
ica want. It has been our national pol-
icy for years now—certainly since the 
Declaration of Principles that origi-
nated in Oslo and which was signed on 
the White House lawn in September of 
1993. The hope of our policy has been 
that we could be pro-Israel and pro- 
Palestinian, but united together 
against terrorism. That is the thrust of 
this amendment. 

I also call on other friends in the re-
gion—in the Arab world particularly— 
to work with us, to use all their best 
efforts to help bring about an end to 
the violence and a dismantling of the 
infrastructure of terror, not only in the 
Palestinian territories but also the ele-

ments in their own countries that have 
aided and abetted terrorists, or that 
give militant, extremist, hateful ideas 
legitimacy. 

America will never countenance ter-
rorism. We stand with those who op-
pose terrorism and against those who 
support it in any form. That is the 
message of this amendment—a message 
which I hope will have the over-
whelming support of the Members of 
this body. 

I thank the Chair. I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

EDWARDS). The Senator from Oregon. 
Mr. SMITH of Oregon. Mr. President, 

I am privileged to stand on the Senate 
floor today with my colleague from 
Connecticut, Senator LIEBERMAN, as a 
cosponsor of this amendment. He and I 
stand here against the wishes of the ad-
ministration that we—the Congress, 
and specifically the Senate—would in-
volve ourselves at this delicate time. 
And we are not here to be indelicate. 
We are here because the Founders of 
this country set up a framework in 
which the Congress—the Senate spe-
cifically—has responsibilities when it 
comes to foreign affairs. 

I remember during the Clinton ad-
ministration we would often do this, 
and it would upset their apple cart. 

I am proud as a Republican to be here 
to do this and upset the apple cart of 
the Bush administration—not with any 
malignancy but because of a principle I 
feel very personally and deeply about; 
that is, we as elected Members of this 
body have a right, and indeed an obli-
gation, to stand up and be counted 
right now at this critical hour no mat-
ter what apple cart is overturned in the 
process. 

Most of us who serve in this body are 
of an age when our earliest memories 
of life are of a black and white tele-
vision set with flickering pictures. I re-
call as a little boy seeing accounts of 
the 20th century—my century. I was 
born in this meridian. I remember the 
pictures indelibly impressed on my 
mind of the Holocaust that occurred in 
Europe. 

I remember seeing the pictures of the 
bodies of the children of Israel being 
bulldozed into mass graves. And I re-
member, at an early age, as somebody 
who has always been interested in pub-
lic life, feeling pride that my country 
stood by as an ally to the children of 
Israel as they sought to establish a 
homeland in their ancestral land. 

Many people can differ on interpreta-
tions of Scripture. I remember in the 
Presidential election, JOE LIEBERMAN 
was once asked a question. I loved his 
answer. He was asked: Senator, if you 
could interview anybody in history, 
who would it be? And he said: I would 
interview Moses, and I would interview 
Jesus. And he as a Jew and I as a Chris-
tian, I think, would answer the same 
way. I would like to interview Moses. I 
would like to interview Jesus to better 
understand this great conflict that has 
the whole world consumed by it. 
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I am pleased to stand in this Cham-

ber in support of this amendment be-
cause we need to be on record as a na-
tion, as a Senate, as a body here, in 
unity with Israel at this critical hour. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the RECORD an 
article by George Will in this morn-
ing’s Washington Post. It is entitled 
‘‘ ‘Final Solution,’ Phase 2.’’ 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

[From the Washington Post, May 2, 2002] 
‘‘FINAL SOLUTION,’’ PHASE 2 

(By George F. Will) 
Such is the richness of European culture, 

even its decadence is creative. Since 1945 it 
has produced the truly remarkable phe-
nomenon of anti-Semitism without Jews. 
How does Europe do that? 

Now it offers Christian anti-Semitism 
without the Christianity. An example of this 
is the recent cartoon in La Stampa—a liberal 
Italian newspaper—depicting the infant 
Jesus in a manger, menaced by an Israeli 
tank and saying ‘‘Don’t tell me they want to 
kill me again.’’ This reprise of that hardy pe-
rennial, Jews as Christ-killers, clearly still 
strikes a chord in contemporary Italy, where 
the culture is as secular as a supermarket. 

In Britain the climate created by much of 
the intelligentsia, including the elite press, 
is so toxic that the Sun, a tabloid with more 
readers than any other British newspaper, 
recently was moved to offer a contrapuntal 
editorial headlined ‘‘The Jewish faith is not 
an evil religion.’’ Contrary to what Euro-
peans are encouraged to think. And Ron 
Rosenbaum, author of the brilliant book 
‘‘Explaining Hitler,’’ acidly notes the scan-
dal of European leaders supporting the Pal-
estinians’ ‘‘right of return’’—the right to in-
undate and eliminate the state created in re-
sponse to European genocide—‘‘when so 
many Europeans are still living in homes 
stolen from Jews they helped murder.’’ 

It is time to face a sickening fact that is 
much more obvious today than it was 11 
years ago, when Ruth R. Wisse asserted it. In 
a dark and brilliant essay in Commentary 
magazine, she argued that anti-Semitism has 
proved to be ‘‘the most durable and success-
ful’’ ideology of the ideology-besotted 20th 
century. 

Successful? Did not Hitler, the foremost 
avatar of anti-Semitism, fail? No, he did not. 
Yes, his 1,000-year Reich fell 988 years short. 
But its primary work was mostly done. Hit-
ler’s primary objective, as he made clear in 
words and deeds, was the destruction of Eu-
ropean Jewry. 

Wisse, who in 1991 was a professor of Yid-
dish literature at McGill University and who 
now is at Harvard, noted that many fighting 
faiths, including socialism and communism, 
had arisen in the 19th century to ‘‘explain 
and to rectify the problems’’ of modern soci-
ety. Fascism soon followed. But communism 
is a cold intellectual corpse. Socialism, born 
and raised in France, is unpersuasive even to 
the promiscuously persuadable French: The 
socialist presidential candidate has suffered 
the condign humiliation of failing to qualify 
for this Sunday’s runoff, having been de-
feated by an anti-Semitic ‘‘populist’’ preach-
ing watery fascism. 

Meanwhile, anti-Semitism is a stronger 
force in world affairs than it has been since 
it went into a remarkably brief eclipse after 
the liberation of the Nazi extermination 
camps in 1945. The United Nations, sup-
posedly an embodiment of lessons learned 
from the war that ended in 1945, is not the 
instrument for lending spurious legitimacy 

to the anti-Semites’ war against the Jewish 
state founded by survivors of that war. 

Anti-Semitism’s malignant strength de-
rives from its simplicity—its stupidity, actu-
ally. It is a primitivism which, Wisse wrote, 
makes up in vigor what it lacks in philo-
sophic heft, and does so precisely because it 
‘‘has no prescription for the improvement of 
society beyond the elimination of part of so-
ciety.’’ This howl of negation has no more af-
firmative content than did the scream of the 
airliner tearing down the Hudson, heading 
for the World Trade Center. 

Today many people say that the Arabs and 
their European echoes would be mollified if 
Israel would change its behavior. People who 
say that do not understand the centrality of 
anti-Semitism in the current crisis. This cri-
sis has become the second—and final?—phase 
of the struggle for a ‘‘final solution to the 
Jewish question.’’ As Wisse said 11 years ago, 
and as cannot be said too often, anti-Semi-
tism is not directed against the behavior of 
the Jews but against the existence of the 
Jews. 

If the percentage of the world’s population 
that was Jewish in the era of the Roman Em-
pire were Jewish today, there would be 200 
million Jews. There are 13 million. Five mil-
lion are clustered in an embattled salient on 
the eastern shore of the Mediterranean, fac-
ing hundreds of millions of enemies. Ron 
Rosenbaum writes, ‘‘The concentration of so 
many Jews in one place—and I use the word 
‘concentration’ advisedly—gives the world a 
chance to kill the Jews en masse again.’’ 

Israel holds just one one-thousandth of the 
world’s population, but holds all the hopes 
for the continuation of the Jewish experi-
ence as a portion of the human narrative. 
Will Israel be more durable than anti-Semi-
tism? Few things have been. 

Mr. SMITH of Oregon. I would like to 
read briefly a couple of paragraphs 
from his article because I think they 
encapsulate why it is so important 
that America not waiver at this crit-
ical hour. Writes Mr. Will: 

Today many people say that the Arabs and 
their European echoes would be mollified if 
Israel would change its behavior. People who 
say that do not understand the centrality of 
anti-Semitism in the current crisis. This cri-
sis has become the second—and final?—phase 
of the struggle for a ‘‘final solution to the 
Jewish question.’’ As [Ruth] Wisse said 11 
years ago, and as cannot be said too often, 
anti-Semitism is not directed against the be-
havior of Jews but against the existence of 
the Jews. 

If the percentage of the world’s population 
that was Jewish in the era of the Roman Em-
pire were Jewish today, there would be 200 
million Jews [in the world]. There are [only] 
13 million. Five million are clustered in an 
embattled salient on the eastern shore of the 
Mediterranean, facing hundreds of millions 
of enemies. Ron Rosenbaum writes, ‘‘The 
concentration of so many Jews in one 
place—and I use the word ’concentration’ ad-
visedly—gives the world a chance to kill the 
Jews en masse again.’’ 

I say, Mr. President, that the pride I 
felt as a young boy in Harry Truman’s 
defense of Israel in its infancy is pride 
that I feel as an American today. And 
I call upon our Government not to 
waiver but to make sure that since the 
Holocaust, on America’s watch, when 
America is a leader in the world, we 
never stand idly by and see the chil-
dren of Israel subjected to another Hol-
ocaust. 

JOE LIEBERMAN and I have crafted an 
amendment that I think fairly calls 

upon all the parties to produce a just 
and lasting peace. But it does state, 
without equivocation, we stand with 
Israel on the front line in the war 
against terrorism, and we support it in 
taking ‘‘necessary steps to provide se-
curity to its people by dismantling the 
terrorist infrastructure in the Pales-
tinian areas. . . .’’ 

We would do no less if terrorists 
came into our country, into our shop-
ping malls, into our schools, and mur-
dered our children. And we should de-
mand nothing less of Israel’s Govern-
ment. 

Yes, we do condemn the Palestinian 
suicide bombers. But we call upon both 
sides to pursue efforts to establish a 
just and lasting peace in the Middle 
East. But America must stand firmly, 
and we must be unique among the na-
tions of the world in rejecting anti- 
Semitism and standing by the ances-
tral home of the children of Judah. 

Mr. President, I urge all of my col-
leagues to come and vote for this 
amendment, and with conviction, so 
that when the Prime Minister of Israel 
comes here next week, he will know 
that he has friends in high places in 
this Government. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Connecticut. 
Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I 

thank my friend and colleague from 
Oregon for the work we have done to-
gether on this amendment, but really, 
for the moment, for the statement he 
has just made, which is a statement of 
moral clarity and principles that are 
consistent with the highest ideals of 
our country. 

That is exactly what this amendment 
is about: The moral clarity of our own 
war against terrorism, and the under-
standing that gives us of the right of 
self-defense that the Israelis have, but 
the universalist principles that have 
been at the foundation of the American 
experience from the very beginning in 
the Declaration of Independence, when 
those rights to life, liberty, and the 
pursuit of happiness were declared as 
self-evident truths, from where en-
dowed were not from the Founders, not 
from any philosophers of the Enlight-
enment, but from the Creator. And 
that unity that flows from that, the 
humanity that flows from that, the 
principles and policies that flow from 
that are exactly the ones that are 
upheld in this amendment and have 
been eloquently expressed by my friend 
from Oregon. 

I thank the Chair, and I yield the 
floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona. 

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I thank my 
colleagues, Senator LIEBERMAN and 
Senator SMITH, for bringing this 
amendment forth. They are serving an 
important purpose today to bring clar-
ity back into the debate—a clarity 
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which has eluded some pundits and 
some talking heads and others who ap-
pear on the news and as result of which 
confuses the situation at a time when 
it requires a very clear-eyed approach 
by the United States. 

Like it or not, we are in a position 
where everyone calls upon us to help 
solve problems of the world, including 
this most intractable problem in the 
Middle East. But as it turns out, we are 
in a unique position to influence mat-
ters in the right way, if we look at the 
situation clearly. 

What I appreciate about this amend-
ment being brought to the floor today 
is that it brings us back to the first 
principles. It says, let’s get back to 
where we started in our war on terror 
in analyzing where others are, where 
they should be. 

It makes the point that the United 
States and Israel are on the front line 
in this war on terrorism, that our goals 
and objectives are the same, and that 
therefore the United States is not only 
obligated to recognize Israel’s rights 
for its sake but also for the sake of the 
war we are conducting. 

It brings us back to a position of 
clarity in the way we analyze the situ-
ation, which is why the amendment is 
so important today. 

I appreciate their bringing it forth 
and look forward to expressing my sup-
port through voting for it as well. 

I am so disappointed, in talking with 
some close friends and watching the 
news to see the kind of confusion that 
creeps into the debate when propa-
gandists, who have their own agenda, 
and people without a clear under-
standing combine to create 
disinformation and misimpressions 
about what really is at stake. 

When I see talk about a cycle of vio-
lence, when I see a great emphasis 
placed on the question of when the 
Israelis are going to withdraw, to the 
exclusion of any expressed concern 
about the horror of the terror that is 
being visited upon the Israeli people, 
when I see questions about why we 
would not allow the United Nations to 
come in and investigate a massacre— 
an alleged massacre—without any 
seeming concern for the obvious mas-
sacre, which is essentially undenied, 
that has occurred week after week 
after week for the last 18 months, there 
seems to be such a distortion of the 
picture here that it almost boggles the 
mind. It requires an amendment of this 
sort to bring us back to the reality of 
what is happening. It is almost as if 
there is a clouded lens in front of some 
people’s eyes and an amendment such 
as this is necessary to remove that 
cloud so that we can clearly see what is 
happening. And what is happening is 
that just as the United States was at-
tacked by terrorists, Israel has been at-
tacked by terrorists. 

The President has said whatever 
grievance one might have, terrorism is 
an illegitimate response which the 
whole world must rise up to defeat and 
those who temporize with it, those who 

rationalize it are just as bad as those 
who support it and harbor it because 
they allow it to continue. They allow a 
great confusion to exist which makes it 
more difficult for us to do what has to 
be done in fighting the war on terror. 

That is why this measure which 
brings us back to the clarity of purpose 
is so timely and why it is so important. 

Mr. President, I conclude with this 
thought: The United States is not right 
in everything, but one reason that 
most of the world has looked up to us 
most of the time is because of the 
moral clarity of our positions. People 
will disagree with us, they will be un-
comfortable with what that moral clar-
ity requires them to do, they will find 
reasons not to join us in these activi-
ties, but at the end of the day, if you 
give people a choice of whether you 
would like to come to the United 
States of America to live, ‘‘What do 
you think about the moral positions of 
the United States,’’ more often than 
not people would have to admit, at 
least in their heart of hearts, that the 
United States pursues its action out of 
what we fundamentally believe is right 
for the reasons that do not have so 
much to do with our own vested inter-
ests as they do with the good of hu-
manity, of mankind. 

When the President commits the 
United States to conducting this war 
on terror, it is not just for the Amer-
ican people, but it is to help rid the 
world of a form of evil which can afflict 
all people of the world. The President 
is able to galvanize not only American 
public support but support around the 
world because of the moral clarity of 
that purpose. 

Terrorism is evil. It has to be de-
feated. There is no compromise with it. 
Therefore, at some point in time you 
have to choose to be with us or against 
us in fighting it. You cannot remain on 
the sidelines. You cannot be neutral 
about something that is so terrible. 

Therefore, it is critical for leaders in 
the United States to keep reminding 
people of the fundamental, clear ra-
tionale for American action. When we 
get back to that clear, fundamental ra-
tionale of good versus evil, then we can 
see clearly how the principle applies in 
other situations. The other situation 
that we are referring to today is the 
situation in the Middle East in which 
certain terrorists, who are Palestinian 
by and large, are attacking innocent 
civilians who, by and large, are Israeli 
citizens in a way which is clearly evil: 
Terrorism against innocent people. 

No amount of testimony temporizing 
or rationalizing or expression of griev-
ance or pointing of fingers or anything 
else can change that fundamental fact. 
Unless we are able to look at this that 
clearly, it is possible to become con-
fused, to begin to support com-
promises, to begin to suggest negotia-
tions of fundamental principle. All of 
those things are a slippery slope which 
lead to disaster, which do nothing but 
ultimately demonstrate to terrorists 
that there is hope for them in their ter-
ror. 

As was pointed out by former Prime 
Minister Netanyahu, the key to fight-
ing terrorism is to remove the hope 
that terrorists have that by conducting 
this evil enterprise, they can actually 
succeed in what they are attempting to 
achieve. Once that hope is removed, 
then reasonable people can discuss rea-
sonable solutions to the real problems 
of Palestinians and Israelis, a Pales-
tinian State can be created and all of 
the things that right-thinking people 
in the region hope for can come to 
pass. But that is not possible as long as 
a small group of people believe and 
hope that they can achieve their rad-
ical aims through the means of terror. 

That hope has to be removed. It will 
not be removed if leaders of the world 
temporize and suggest that you can 
reach accommodations with these peo-
ple for one reason or another, in one 
way or another. That hope can only be 
realized if there is a continuing com-
mitment to a clear principle that ter-
rorism is wrong; you cannot com-
promise with it. You have to face up to 
it. Tough. Deal with it. And if that 
means that the United States has to 
support the Government of Israel in 
rolling back the terror that it has been 
faced with, then so be it. That is our 
goal as much as it is Israel’s goal. 

This amendment gets back to that 
first principle and expresses the United 
States commitment not only to fight 
the war on terrorism but to join others 
who are doing so, such as our good 
friend and ally, Israel. That is what 
this amendment brings us back to— 
moral clarity, as the Senator from 
Connecticut just said. 

We have to be clear-eyed in our fight 
here or the rest of the world is not 
going to support us. They will view our 
effort as unclear, as compromisable, 
and, therefore, one which is not as-
sured of victory. It will only be assured 
of victory if we hold this beacon out 
here that we are going to continue to 
pursue, which is clear, which is unas-
sailable from its moral perspective. If 
we remain true to that, then we will be 
victorious in this war of terror and the 
good people of Israel will be happy for 
that future as well. 

I commend my colleagues for bring-
ing this amendment to the floor, and I 
very much look forward to supporting 
it with my vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New York. 

Mr. SCHUMER. I thank the Chair. 
I want to commend my colleagues, 

the Senator from Connecticut, Mr. LIE-
BERMAN, and the Senator from Oregon, 
Mr. SMITH, for putting together this 
amendment. I will say first, I want to 
take my hat off to both of them. There 
have not been two Senators who have 
been more stalwart and more far-
sighted and stronger in their support of 
what is right in the Middle East. I 
think it is great that we are consid-
ering this amendment. I think it is 
timely, and I really do again wish to 
commend both Senator LIEBERMAN and 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 20:11 Jan 09, 2014 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00020 Fmt 4624 Sfmt 0634 E:\2002SENATE\S02MY2.REC S02MY2m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

D
S

K
C

G
S

P
4G

1 
w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
LS

E
C

U
R

IT
Y



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S3811 May 2, 2002 
Senator SMITH not only for this amend-
ment but for their strong, unwavering 
support on this issue. 

Let me say first that I read the 
amendment and I said, finally. Because 
it is almost as if the rest of the world 
sees the Middle East through a 
kaleidescope that changes everything 
upside down: right becomes wrong, 
wrong becomes right; defending your-
self is worse than committing the of-
fense; terrorism is explainable, and you 
sympathize with it. And yet you can 
justify—and so many do, not just Pal-
estinians but in the rest of world— 
shooting a 5-year-old girl in her bed, 
taking a bomb and bringing it to a dis-
cotheque filled with teenagers, filled 
with life and hope, and it seems the 
rest of the world is bending itself and 
contorting itself to understand why 
that has happened instead of looking at 
the world as it is and saying the belea-
guered nation here is Israel. 

That is the bottom line. That is what 
this amendment talks about in part. 
That is the truth. 

I was at a department store a few 
weeks back and two gentlemen came 
over to me and said: Senator SCHUMER, 
we like your policies, but we really 
don’t agree with Israel. When we got 
into it, they said: Why would young 
people kill themselves unless they were 
truly aggrieved? I said to them: Do you 
believe that about Mr. Atta and the 19 
hijackers; do you believe that about 
Osama bin Laden and all of those he 
asks to kill themselves? Just because 
somebody will take extreme means 
does not mean they are right. And to 
some, particularly some of my friends 
at the far left side of the political spec-
trum, there is almost a knee-jerk reac-
tion in that regard. This amendment 
sets things straight. Let me make a 
couple of points about it. 

First, the war on terrorism is the 
world’s war on terrorism. We cannot 
make an exception. Once we make one 
exception, there are others. 

What is terrorism? We all know what 
it is. It is deliberately killing innocent 
civilians within a nation’s homeland. 
The bottom line is simple: If you con-
demn terrorism in Afghanistan, if you 
condemn terrorism in Europe, and if 
you condemn terrorism in Asia, it is 
inexorable; to be consistent, you must 
condemn it when it is exacted against 
Israel. 

I do not know why so many—the 
Arab world and particularly some in 
Europe—seem to have a double stand-
ard and seem to believe that terrorism 
is intolerable in the rest of the world 
and when directed at them, but it is OK 
to be directed at Israel. 

My second point is, we have to face a 
hard truth, I say to my colleagues, and 
that is this: A vast majority of Israelis 
want peace and want to live side by 
side in peace—no violence—with the 
Palestinians. Unfortunately, I do not 
think it is true on the other side. 

A majority of Palestinians—there is 
a minority who do—do not believe in 
the State of Israel. They have been 

taught by the Palestinian Authority 
and Yasser Arafat that all of Israel is 
theirs. The Palestinian Authority text-
books show not just Jerusalem, but Tel 
Aviv, Ashdod, Ashqeion, cities on the 
coast, as belonging to the greater Pal-
estine. Add that to the fact they be-
lieve terrorism is a proper means to 
achieve their goal, and peace is almost 
impossible. 

Unless that attitude is pushed back, 
as this amendment attempts to do, I do 
not think you can achieve peace. 

Third, as this amendment states, 
Israel has every right to defend herself. 
Who would ask any nation when every 
day the bombs were going off in pizza 
shops, on buses, in streets, to under-
stand and sit down and talk with the 
very people who, if they did not create 
the bombings, allowed it to occur and 
were joyous when they did occur—who 
would ask any nation to do that? No. 
Why are some—thank God not too 
many in this country—why are some 
saying that is OK? 

This amendment tries to restore 
some balance. When Israel defended 
herself against these suicide bomb-
ings—and thank God thus far it seems 
successful; there are still some, but not 
every day, not with the same horrible 
consequences of the earlier ones—she 
did so in a careful way. She did not 
bomb from the air. Even in Jenin, the 
Israeli soldiers knocked on doors: Is 
there anyone here? Please get out; you 
may be in danger. I do not know of 
many countries that would do that, 
and that does not seem to even get rec-
ognized. 

Another point is the U.N. The U.N. 
sets itself up as an arbiter of peace 
when it wants to and then resumes its 
one-sided actions. We have one Israel 
and one United States and just about 
no one else in the United Nations un-
derstanding the fairness and balance 
that need to be done. But when Israel 
says she does not want the United Na-
tions to set itself up as an impartial ar-
biter, who can blame Israel? I know 
Mr. Kofi Annan, but I have been ter-
ribly disappointed in his failure to be 
evenhanded as he proceeds. 

I have one criticism of this amend-
ment. I am fully supportive of it. I am 
a cosponsor. But I think the amend-
ment is missing six letters—A-R-A-F- 
A-T. We should be naming Yasser 
Arafat in this amendment because the 
bottom line is, Yasser Arafat, as every-
one admits, as our own President has 
spoken, is not an implement to peace; 
he is an obstacle to peace. 

Dennis Ross, President Clinton’s pre-
vious adviser who labored so hard to 
produce a peaceful solution, afterward 
said—and he said it repeatedly and now 
has said it publicly—that their biggest 
mistake was relying on Yasser Arafat. 

Yasser Arafat is in charge of the Al 
Aqsa brigade which our country has 
branded a terrorist organization. Yas-
ser Arafat cheers the homicide bombers 
who blow themselves up and take inno-
cent people with them. Yasser Arafat 
had to be told by our Secretary of 

State to say the same thing in Arabic 
and English. If that is not saying you 
speak with duplicity and forked 
tongue, what is? 

He has to be asked to step up to the 
plate, and I hope that as this amend-
ment wends its way through the proc-
ess, we will explicitly mention him by 
name because, at the very minimum, 
he is like the Taliban, and probably he 
is more like al-Qaida itself. We cannot 
let him slip away from this inexorable 
equation that terrorism is bad and if 
you are not against it, you are not on 
our side. With Arafat it is even worse, 
because he is for it and uses it as an in-
strument to policy. 

This is a fine amendment, and I am 
proud to support it. As I say, I wish it 
had explicitly mentioned Yasser Arafat 
who has been an obstacle to peace. But 
the beauty of this amendment, the 
strength of this amendment is it does 
restore some right to what every fair-
minded person sees as going on in the 
world. I thank my colleagues for doing 
it. 

I have one final point. This backward 
vision of so many is confounding. When 
I read in the newspaper that there was 
an attempt to take the Nobel Peace 
Prize away from Shimon Peres but not 
Yasser Arafat from some on the Nobel 
committee, I had to scratch my head 
and wonder: What is going on in so 
much of the world and why isn’t even a 
bit of truth seen? 

This amendment I hope will be read 
not only by our colleagues and Amer-
ican citizens but by citizens through-
out the world because it does restore 
some fairness and balance, particularly 
at a time when beleaguered people, the 
Israelis, are trying to defend them-
selves against the evil force of ter-
rorism. 

Mr. INHOFE. Will the Senator yield? 
Mr. SCHUMER. I will be happy to 

yield. 
Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, quite 

often we are not together on legisla-
tion. In this case, we are. It was my 
wish we would have a stronger amend-
ment. There was one in the House that 
mentioned Yasser Arafat. I think we 
should be mentioning Yasser Arafat. 

We are in a war on terrorism. He is a 
terrorist. Sometimes we forget that in 
1973 he gunned down three of our dip-
lomats, including our U.S. Ambas-
sador. He fits every description, every 
definition of a terrorist. All of us need 
to rise up and fight our battles, includ-
ing Israel. This amendment is not 
strong enough, but I do support it. 

Mr. SCHUMER. I thank my col-
league. It is a fine amendment. I wish 
it mentioned Yasser Arafat, but I am 
fully in support of this amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Virginia. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I join 
other colleagues in commending our 
distinguished junior Senator from the 
State of Connecticut, with whom I am 
privileged to serve on the Senate 
Armed Services Committee, for his 
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leadership, and my colleague from Or-
egon for his service on the Foreign Re-
lations Committee and for taking this 
initiative. 

This is done in a true spirit of bipar-
tisan leadership in our wonderful Sen-
ate. It comes at a timely moment. I am 
pleased to be a cosponsor because I 
firmly believe the portions of this 
amendment that relate to this conflict 
are well stated and should be studied 
and read by all. 

I am grateful that the leadership of 
the Senate, in my understanding, 
working with the executive branch, has 
decided it is timely for the Senate to 
act on this particular amendment. As I 
have often noted, the executive branch 
proposes, but the Congress disposes. In 
matters of foreign policy, however, the 
President has a principal role in guid-
ing the affairs of the United States, 
and the Congress should follow his 
lead, wherever possible. Timely, in-
formed debate about matters, such as 
the one before us, that include diver-
gent views and new ideas are intended 
to assist the executive branch as they 
perform their challenging, often 
daunting responsibilities. 

I rise today to express my profound 
and growing concern about the conflict 
between Israel and the Palestinian peo-
ple, and to express my support for the 
amendment before the Senate, which 
recognizes that Israel is engaged in an 
all-out war against terrorism in its 
homeland. 

Implicitly, the amendment recog-
nizes the loss of life and the human suf-
fering of both sides of this conflict. I 
feel strongly that this current conflict 
is of such gravity as to demand the at-
tention of Congress and, most specifi-
cally, the Senate, and also demands 
our most valued resources and our best 
possible effort. 

There is an ill wind blowing out of 
the Middle East that we have not expe-
rienced before. We have seen conflict, 
indeed, for centuries. But this one is 
different. It is a force that could fan 
the flames of conflict out of control, 
unless we act soon to stop this 
unending violence and human suf-
fering. 

All of us have listened for years as 
this problem has erupted from time to 
time. We have discussed it and debated 
it. The unfortunate end of much of this 
discussion is a grim resignation by 
some that this is an insoluble problem. 
I do not believe it is insoluble. We can-
not accept that as an answer, and I join 
those who refuse to recognize it as 
unsolvable. But it is solvable only if we 
work together for a common solution— 
only if we put forward our own ideas, 
which may not be consistent, or ex-
pressed, or affirmed by others. That is 
basically what I am about to do. 

I commend our President, the Sec-
retary of State Colin Powell, and Sec-
retary Rumsfeld, with whom a group of 
us met yesterday, for the persistence 
this administration has shown and for 
its leadership role. Understandably, 
there is a legitimate debate as to 

whether certain actions they have 
taken, or not taken, were timely or 
done in a manner that fully reflects the 
need to stop this terrible conflict. But 
I think we can examine the past at an-
other time. It seems to me that, just 
by keeping both sides talking, our 
President and the administration are 
renewing hope in a region that is vir-
tually devoid of any optimism. Hope is 
important in the near term, but hope is 
not a method for a long-term solution. 
Bold ideas are needed, and they are 
needed now. 

Something has changed in this chap-
ter of the long history of conflict in the 
Middle East, and it is time we recog-
nize it and face up to it and give our 
best judgment as to how to end it. The 
anti-Israeli and anti-United States sen-
timents in the Arab world are stronger 
than they have ever been before. I have 
had the opportunity to associate with 
that part of the world ever since I was 
Under Secretary of the Navy and first 
visited there early in 1970–71. There-
after, I have been back many times. At 
that time, our Navy put an installation 
in Bahrain, and I worked on other mili-
tary installations in the region. I have 
been back a number of times, as have 
others. 

Unfortunately, certain negative sen-
timents are growing as young, frus-
trated Arabs, with few prospects for 
ever enjoying happiness or opportuni-
ties—such as we enjoy in this country 
or are enjoyed elsewhere in the world— 
believe all is lost. They have a dis-
torted image and understanding of the 
Israeli people and the need for the 
Israeli people to live safely within the 
safe, recognized borders. 

The recent suicide bombings are 
something that I personally have dif-
ficulty comprehending. Only once be-
fore in history can I recall this scale of 
suicide, and that was in the closing 
months of World War II. I was a young 
sailor in a training command and we 
witnessed from afar the tragic suicide 
operations in the Battle of Okinawa, 
where Japanese pilots were strapped 
into their aircraft and their aircraft 
were used as missiles, devouring them 
and their lives. That was a tragic chap-
ter in the war in the Pacific. It was 
shortly thereafter that President Tru-
man made the decision to end that war 
as quickly as possible, utilizing means 
that we all recognize now. 

Unfortunately, the negative senti-
ments in the Arab world that foment 
irrational suicides and other radical 
actions are growing and we have to do 
everything we can to reverse it. If we 
do not act to preserve the will of the 
vast majority of peoples in the Middle 
East, the radical minorities may well 
gain further advantage, and that we 
cannot allow. The result would be in-
creased killing, and, indeed, it threat-
ens to undermine the position of the 
United States in that part of the 
world—a position that many adminis-
trations have worked hard on, and that 
many individuals have conscientiously 
worked on over the years. We cannot 

allow that to be further eroded. Our po-
sition in the Middle East and our abil-
ity to successfully wage war against 
terrorism globally is at stake. I share 
these thoughts with my colleagues. 

There has been no shortage of experts 
and observers offering opinions and 
ideas for ending the violence and solv-
ing—or at least mitigating—this crisis. 
I add my voice with this idea: First and 
foremost, we must foster in every way 
possible a cease-fire. Clearly, this has 
been elusive in the past, and other 
cease-fires have lasted only for brief 
periods. But this one must take on a 
permanence. The Israelis want the ac-
knowledged right to exist in the region 
within safe and secure borders. The 
Palestinians want an independent 
state. The Bush administration has 
stated its support for both goals. I 
commend our President. This must be 
the basis of any cease-fire. 

At the time of the cease-fire, of 
course, the parties must attempt, in 
good faith, to reconcile the many dif-
ferences that exist. That will take time 
and careful, conscientious negotia-
tions. During that period of negotia-
tion, there must be stability in that re-
gion. By stability, I mean stopping the 
suicide bombings, stopping the incur-
sion of armored vehicles into the areas 
where the Palestinians live. That must 
be maintained, for an indefinite period, 
while the negotiations take place. To 
guarantee that this cease-fire is effec-
tive, it is my hope that there will be a 
recognition by both the Palestinians 
and the Israelis of the need to have an 
outside, independent, objective force— 
call them peacekeepers—come in and 
establish a cessation of the conflict, 
such that conscientious negotiations 
can take place—establish a cessation of 
the conflict so one cannot resume the 
conflict in order to gain some point or 
points in the course of the negotia-
tions. It must remain absolutely static 
until the negotiations have run their 
course—hopefully successfully—with 
the conclusion that will be accepted by 
both sides in the form of a peace agree-
ment, or treaty, or whatever the case 
may be. 

Those are the two fundamentals—a 
cease-fire and a willingness by both 
sides to recognize that an independent, 
impartial force must come in for peace-
keeping purposes. It must be at the in-
vitation of both sides. You cannot 
thrust such a military force upon ei-
ther side. It has to be jointly accepted. 

Now, who should undertake that? 
Others have their views, and I have 
mine. I feel very strongly—and this is 
not a well-received thought at the mo-
ment, but it should be considered—that 
the NATO forces are the logical, best 
force to come in at this time, following 
the cease-fire and the willingness of 
both parties to accept outside military 
forces. 

They are the best choice because, No. 
1, they are trained and they are ready 
to go on short notice. They are trained 
in peacekeeping—Bosnia and Kosovo 
being examples. 
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It represents 19 nations, so the coali-

tion is in place. Any other peace-
keeping option would require building 
a political coalition, which would re-
quire considerable time. We have to act 
promptly. We have to move with 
trained forces, and we have to move 
with a coalition that has been in place 
and has the internal structure, com-
mand, and control to take on this seri-
ous and very difficult mission. 

NATO troops, as I said, are ready to 
roll. NATO is an established coalition, 
as I mentioned, with a proven record of 
success. 

Then there is the added advantage— 
and again this is my own thought— 
there is a perception that the United 
States has a bias towards only the 
Israeli perspective in this conflict, and 
I am not going to try and reconcile 
that now. Indeed, we value a strong re-
lationship with the State of Israel and 
we have done so for a very long period 
of time, and we will continue, in my 
judgment, to do that. 

On the other side, there is a percep-
tion that the European nations have a 
bias in favor of the Palestinian inter-
ests. I am not here to debate that. 

To me, there is an advantage to 
bringing the United States and our 
NATO partners in Europe together to 
assume responsibility, with their mili-
tary forces, for the peacekeeping mis-
sion. To me, that would lessen some of 
the debate on which side has a percep-
tion that the other side is not looking 
at this conflict in a manner that truly 
will resolve it, resolve it such that 
both parties can accept eventually a 
peace agreement. 

In April of 1999, at its 50th anniver-
sary summit in Washington, DC, NATO 
adopted a new strategic concept which 
expanded NATO’s responsibilities in 
overall global security issues. I will 
read from it. This is found in part 1, 
paragraph 10 of the strategic concept 
adopted roughly 23–24 April 1999. I re-
member it well. I was not entirely in 
favor and so expressed my concerns 
about NATO moving beyond what I felt 
was the parameters of the original 
charter. The strategic concept identi-
fies the ‘‘fundamental security tasks’’ 
of NATO and includes in those tasks to 
do the following: ‘‘ . . . to stand ready 
to contribute to effective conflict pre-
vention and to engage actively in crisis 
management, including crisis response 
operations.’’ I read directly from the 
document. 

The current situation, in my judg-
ment, demands immediate concern and 
support for all those who want a civ-
ilized, peaceful future in the Middle 
East. Decisive action is now called 
upon. This is a concept that should be 
carefully considered in the course of 
the days and weeks to come as we work 
to achieve a cease-fire and then in 
working for a peaceful solution. 

I also will read from two articles that 
appeared in the press. One on Wednes-
day, April 17, Wall Street Journal, by 
Eliot Cohen, ‘‘Keepers of What Peace?’’ 
he states a position contrary to mine: 

As an alternative, there is more and more 
talk of sending American troops, possibly as 
part of an international operation, to sepa-
rate the two sides and keep the peace. Such 
notions have been bruited about before, most 
notably on the Golan Heights, but never in 
this context. It is an appallingly bad idea. 

Peacekeeping works best under one of two 
situations: When both sides want the peace-
keepers to ratify a cease fire line or bound-
ary that both can live with almost indefi-
nitely as, for example, Cyprus, or once one 
side has been decisively beaten, as in today’s 
Yugoslavia. Peacekeeping is not like normal 
military activities. 

I ask unanimous consent that the en-
tire article be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
[From the Wall Street Journal, Apr. 17, 2002] 

KEEPERS OF WHAT PEACE? 
(By Eliot Cohen) 

The viciousness of the Israeli-Palestinian 
war that erupted a year and a half ago fol-
lowing the collapse of a decade of assiduous 
mediation by the United States and others 
has given birth to a number of bad ideas for 
restoring peace. Most of these involve invo-
cations of the Tenet and Mitchell plans, 
whose texts few have read, but which are 
premised upon some degree of Israeli-Pales-
tinian trust. Such confidence does not, and 
cannot exist in the near-term. 

As an alternative, there is more and more 
talk of sending American troops, possibly as 
part of an international operation, to sepa-
rate the two sides and keep the peace. Such 
notions have been bruited about before (most 
notably on the Golan Heights), but never in 
this context. It is an appallingly bad idea. 

Peacekeeping works best under one of two 
situations: When both sides want the peace-
keepers to ratify a cease-fire line or bound-
ary that both can live with almost indefi-
nitely (as, for example, in Cyprus), or once 
one side has been decisively beaten (as in to-
day’s Yugoslavia). Peacekeeping is not like 
normal military activity. Soldiers preparing 
to fight try to be stealthy, collect intel-
ligence clandestinely, and devise ways to 
surprise an enemy with sudden and effective 
violence. Peacekeepers must be visible, have 
communications that are largely trans-
parent to both sides, and avoid surprise 
while using minimum violence. 

It is, despite what some say, a job for sol-
diers, but a job for specially trained soldiers 
and one which often interferes with their 
preparation for combat. It is a draining ef-
fort, as well: the rule of thumb has it that 
for every peacekeeper, another two soldiers 
are tied up, either preparing to deploy or re-
covering from deployment. When one takes 
into account the various forms of support 
needed for peacekeepers in the field a more 
realistic ratio is five to one. 

To be sure, what we now call peacekeeping 
is a necessary military function at some 
times—it is important today in Afghanistan 
and Yugoslavia, as it was half a century ago 
in Germany and Japan. But no one should 
doubt the level of effort it would require—an 
increase in military end strength of 100,000 
or more troops would not be an unrealistic 
estimate of what it would take. More impor-
tantly, though, Israel and the Palestinian 
territories are profoundly unripe for such a 
venture. 

Between Israel and the Palestinian Au-
thority there is no trust, no agreed demarca-
tions of a cease-fire line, let alone a bound-
ary. The threat to security comes not, on the 
Palestinian side, from a regular armed force 
with which one can have conventional liai-
son relationships, but from several shadowy 

organizations, several of which operate inde-
pendently of the Palestinian Authority. 

One conundrum of the current war is Yas-
ser Arafat’s degree of control of terror in 
areas controlled by the Palestinian Author-
ity. If he has control, it is obvious that he 
has approved and supported the repeated at-
tacks on Israeli civilians over the past year 
and a half (a view which captured documents 
and other intelligence seems to confirm). If 
he does not have control, the peacekeepers 
would have to establish it themselves. 

To do that, if they were serious, would in-
volve doing just what the Israelis are doing 
now on the West Bank, but with fewer re-
sources, less local knowledge, and infinitely 
less will-power. The more likely alternative 
is not to be serious—that is, not to intercept 
or preempt terrorists. 

Thus arises the ultimate problem with any 
of the solutions floated by the European 
Union, in particular: what to do if one side 
simply does not play along. What happens if 
terrorist attacks on Israel were to continue, 
which they almost certainly would? Would 
the external powers expect the Israelis to ab-
sorb them? Would they permit retaliation, 
and, if so, of what kind? Until those who pro-
pose such plans can come up with a realistic 
proposal for what would happen in the face 
of an aggressive campaign of terror waged 
despite the presence of an international 
peacekeeping force, they cannot be taken se-
riously. 

Nor should the technical problems be 
brushed off. Israel is a small place, about the 
size of New Jersey, but the intercommunal 
boundary with Palestine is hundreds of kilo-
meters long. The inability of even the Israeli 
Defense Forces—a manpower-rich force that 
draws on universal male and female con-
scription, plus a sophisticated reserve sys-
tem—to prevent Palestinian infiltration is 
sobering. Tens of thousands of troops would 
be required to make it all work, and even 
then only by imposing an obtrusive presence 
that would attract, in the end, its own 
resentments and hostility from the local 
population. One should note, of course, that 
the extreme hostility expressed by most Pal-
estinians towards the United States, and the 
political interest of groups like Hamas and 
Islamic Jihad give them every reason to tar-
get American peacekeepers for violence. 

We have been here once before. The place 
was called Beirut, the year was 1983, and it 
took 241 dead Marines to teach us the lesson 
that peacekeeping in the midst of a shooting 
war waged by terrorist groups using suicide 
bombers is folly. We would be better advised 
to recognize war for what it is, and to under-
stand that, however terrible it may be, there 
are times when the logic of war has a hold 
which even the best of intentions cannot 
break. Indeed, hard as it may be to accept, 
there are times when well-intentioned meas-
ures can only make matters worse. 

Mr. WARNER. Another view that was 
expressed in the New York Times on 
April 3 by Thomas Friedman states as 
follows: 

President Bush needs to be careful that 
America does not get sucked into something 
very dangerous here. Mr. Bush has rightly 
condemned Palestinian suicide bombing as 
beyond the pale, but he is not making clear 
that Israel’s war against this terrorism has 
to be accompanied by a real plan for getting 
out of the territories. Why? Because Presi-
dent Bush, like all other key players, does 
not want to face the central dilemma in this 
conflict, which is that while Israel must get 
out of the West Bank and Gaza, the Palestin-
ians cannot at this moment be trusted to run 
those territories on their own, without mak-
ing them a base of future operations against 
Israel. That means some outside power has 
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to come in to secure the borders, and the 
only trusted powers would be the U.S. or 
NATO. 

Of course, the United States would be 
a vital complement of NATO. 

The only solution is a new U.N. mandate 
for U.S. and NATO troops to supervise the 
gradual emergence of a Palestinian state, 
after a phased Israeli withdrawal, and then 
to control its borders, says the Middle East 
expert Stephen P. Cohen. 

People say that U.S. troops there would be 
shot at like U.S. troops in Beirut. I disagree. 
U.S. troops that are the midwife of a Pales-
tinian state and supervise a return of Mus-
lim sovereignty over the holy mosques in Je-
rusalem would be the key to solving all the 
contradictions of U.S. policy in the Middle 
East, not new targets. 

I ask unanimous consent to have the 
entire article printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

[From the New York Times, Apr. 3, 2002] 
THE HARD TRUTH 

(By Thomas L. Friedman) 
A terrible disaster is in the making in the 

Middle East. What Osama bin Laden failed to 
achieve on Sept. 11 is now being unleashed 
by the Israeli-Palestinian war in the West 
Bank: a clash of civilizations. 

In the wake of repeated suicide bombings, 
it is no surprise that the Israeli Army has 
gone on the offensive in the West Bank. Any 
other nation would have done the same. But 
Ariel Sharon’s operation will succeed only if 
it is designed to make the Israeli-occupied 
territories safe for Israel to leave as soon as 
possible. Israel’s goal must be a withdrawal 
from these areas captured in the 1967 war; 
otherwise it will never know a day’s peace, 
and it will undermine every legitimate U.S. 
effort to fight terrorism around the globe. 

What I fear, though, is that Mr. Sharon 
wants to get rid of Mr. Arafat in order to 
keep Israeli West Bank settlements, not to 
create the conditions for them to be with-
drawn. 

President Bush needs to be careful that 
America doesn’t get sucked into something 
very dangerous here. Mr. Bush has rightly 
condemned Palestinian suicide bombing as 
beyond the pale, but he is not making clear 
that Israel’s war against this terrorism has 
to be accompanied by a real plan for getting 
out of the territories. 

Why? Because President Bush, like all the 
other key players, doesn’t want to face the 
central dilemma in this conflict—which is 
that while Israel must get out of the West 
Bank and Gaza, the Palestinians cannot, at 
this moment, be trusted to run those terri-
tories on their own, without making them a 
base of future operations against Israel. That 
means some outside power has to come in to 
secure the borders, and the only trusted pow-
ers would be the U.S. or NATO. 

Palestinians who use suicide bombers to 
blow up Israelis at a Passover meal and then 
declare ‘‘Just end the occupation and every-
thing will be fine’’ are not believable. No 
Israeli in his right mind would trust Yasir 
Arafat, who has used suicide bombers when 
it suited his purposes, not to do the same 
thing if he got the West Bank back and some 
of his people started demanding Tel Aviv. 

‘‘The only solution is a new U.N. mandate 
for U.S. and NATO troops to supervise the 
gradual emergence of a Palestinian State— 
after a phased Israel withdrawal—and then 
to control its borders,’’ says the Middle East 
expert Stephen P. Cohen. 

People say that U.S. troops there would be 
shot at like U.S. troops in Beirut. I disagree. 

U.S. troops that are the midwife of a Pales-
tinian state and supervise a return of Mus-
lim sovereignty over the holy mosques in Je-
rusalem would be the key to solving all the 
contradictions of U.S. policy in the Middle 
East, not new targets. 

The Arab leaders don’t want to face this 
hard fact either, because most are illegit-
imate, unelected autocrats who are afraid of 
ever speaking the truth in public to the Pal-
estinians. The Arab leaders are as disingen-
uous as Mr. Sharon; he says ending ‘‘ter-
rorism’’ alone will bring peace to the occu-
pied territories, and the Arab leaders say 
ending ‘‘the occupation’’ alone will end all 
terrorism. 

Like Mr. Sharon, the Arab leaders need to 
face facts—that while the occupation needs 
to end, they independently need to address 
issues like suicide terrorism in the name of 
Islam. As Malaysia’s prime minister, 
Mahathir Mohamad, courageously just de-
clared about suicide bombing: ‘‘Bitter and 
angry though we may be, we must dem-
onstrate to the world that Muslims are ra-
tional people when fighting for our rights, 
and do not resort to acts of terror.’’ 

If Arab leaders have only the moral cour-
age to draw lines around Israel’s behavior, 
but no moral courage to decry the utterly 
corrupt and inept Palestinian leadership, or 
the depravity of suicide bombers in the name 
of Islam, then we’re going nowhere. 

The other people who have not wanted to 
face facts are the feckless American Jewish 
leaders, fundamentalist Christians and 
neoconservatives who together have helped 
make it impossible for anyone in the U.S. ad-
ministration to talk seriously about halting 
Israeli settlement-building without being ac-
cused of being anti-Israel. Their collabora-
tion has helped prolong a colonial Israeli oc-
cupation that now threatens the entire Zion-
ist enterprise. 

So there you have it. Either leaders of 
good will get together and acknowledge that 
Israel can’t stay in the territories but can’t 
just pick up and leave, without a U.S.-NATO 
force helping Palestinians oversee their 
state, or Osama wins—and the war of civili-
zations will be coming to a theater near 
your. 

Mr. WARNER. What I propose today 
is the idea of one Senator, shared by 
some and disagreed by others, but I do 
hope it is worthy of consideration by 
those who will undertake to resolve 
this conflict. Again, I thank the spon-
sors. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Illinois. 
Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I rise in 

support of this amendment being of-
fered by Senator LIEBERMAN and Sen-
ator SMITH of Oregon and so many oth-
ers on a bipartisan basis. This is an im-
portant amendment, and it is a timely 
amendment, dealing with the Middle 
East. It is brief, but it gets to the point 
in a hurry. It says clearly what our 
principles of conduct should be and es-
tablishes standards and values which I 
believe the vast majority of Americans 
would agree. 

I commend those who authored this 
very thoughtful and prudent amend-
ment. It is presented to us in words and 
terms that are not inflammatory. We 
are doing our best at this level to ex-
press our solidarity with Israel, with-
out in any way jeopardizing the efforts 
of the Bush administration or others to 
try to find peace in the Middle East. 

It is important that our voice be 
heard, that the Senate pass this 
amendment, and the people across 
America and around the world who 
would take note of it understand why 
we are doing this. 

In the morning hours of September 
11, America was awakened to the re-
ality of terrorism. The calm and safety 
of our great Nation was broken by ex-
plosion, bloodshed, and death. Our lives 
were changed forever on that day by 
the senseless violence. Our hearts were 
broken by the deaths of thousands of 
innocent Americans. You can still see, 
to this day, the full page of the New 
York Times every single day, since 
September 11, with the photographs 
and biographies of the victims. Our Na-
tion was united, though, by this event. 
We were united to protect our people 
and to stop the threat of terrorism. 

September 11, 2001, is a day in our 
history that America will never, ever 
forget. In Israel, each dawn seems to 
bring September 11—another horror, 
another tragedy, to a nation which 
bears its grief as a lifetime burden. 

A city bus in Jerusalem was lifted 2 
feet off the street by a powerful bomb, 
killing and maiming innocent pas-
sengers. A bar mitzvah in Tel Aviv, a 
seder in Netanay, was ripped by explo-
sions, leaving a trail. This last week-
end in Adora, 5-year-old Danielle Shefi 
was gunned down in her home, in her 
bed, in front of her mother by a Pales-
tinian gunman. 

Today we gather as Americans, as 
Senators, as survivors of September 11 
to consider this important amendment, 
and with it to tell our friends in Israel: 
You will not grieve alone; you will not 
stand alone; you will not fight ter-
rorism alone. From the moment Israel 
became a sovereign nation, the United 
States of America has stood by its side. 
And from that same moment, Israel 
has stood by the side of the United 
States. We are allies. We are friends. 
We are brothers and sisters in this bat-
tle for peace and an end to terrorism. 

Our Nation believes the people of 
Palestine should have a safe and sov-
ereign land but not at the expense of 
the safety and sovereignty of Israel. We 
believe the Palestinians deserve a voice 
in deciding their destiny, but that 
voice cannot be the roar of a suicide 
bomb killing innocent children. We be-
lieve the Palestinians deserve real 
leadership. 

Recall for just a moment the brief 
history leading up to the current state 
of events when President Clinton, in 
his closing days in office, brought then- 
Prime Minister Barak to Camp David, 
along with Chairman Arafat, in a des-
perate last-minute effort in his admin-
istration to try to finally forge peace 
in the Middle East. They debated back 
and forth. They bargained for days at a 
time. They left and went back to the 
Middle East, those two leaders, and in 
Taba had a follow-up meeting to talk 
about details. When it was all done, 
when it was finished, 97 percent of the 
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disputed territory between the Pal-
estinians and the Israelis had been re-
solved after 50 years of fighting, 50 
years of an impasse and that much 
progress was made. 

What happened? Chairman Arafat 
and the Palestinian Authority rejected 
that peace offering, rejected that peace 
agreement. And they didn’t answer it 
with a strong letter. They answered it 
with violence in the street, the begin-
ning of terrorism against the people of 
Israel. They rejected the peace agree-
ment propounded by President Clinton 
and Prime Minister Barak and an-
swered it with violence. 

There were doubts in the minds of 
some as to whether the Israeli people 
would have even agreed to this, it was 
so broad, so sweeping, with 97 percent 
of the territory resolved. Yet Prime 
Minister Barak had the courage to 
come forward and say: I am prepared to 
put my political future on the line and 
offer it to the Israeli people. And he 
was rejected by the Palestinian side. 
And they answered with violence. 

The ensuing election is now a matter 
of history. Mr. Barak lost to Mr. Shar-
on with the most overwhelming major-
ity in the history of Israel. So if Chair-
man Arafat and the Palestinian Au-
thority want to point a finger of blame 
at Ariel Sharon, they should be ready 
to acknowledge that they brought him 
to power. They did it with their re-
sponse to this offering, this overture of 
peace. 

I was in Israel this last January and 
had an opportunity to meet with many 
of the leaders before I came to Israel. 
While I was there, people from our Em-
bassy and intelligence sources told me 
about the shipment of the Karine A. 
This was a ship intercepted by the 
Israelis carrying 50 tons of military ar-
maments to the Palestinian Authority, 
with new rockets that made the whole 
nation of Israel vulnerable for the first 
time to rocket attack and 2,000 kilo-
grams of C–4 plastic explosives, the 
weapon of choice of suicide and homi-
cide bombers. 

It was because of that shipment that 
I made a conscious decision not to 
meet with Chairman Arafat while I was 
there. I could not believe that as an 
American I could stand with President 
Bush in condemning terrorism and 
those who harbor terrorists and then 
turn a blind eye to this armed ship-
ment. 

So we stand today with a violent sit-
uation in the Middle East, one that 
needs to be resolved in peace. Let the 
violence and terrorism come to an end 
immediately. Let all innocent victims, 
whether they are Israelis or Palestin-
ians, know that tomorrow is a safer 
day. Let the United States show the 
leadership needed to make certain we 
move toward peace in the Middle East. 
But never should we turn our back on 
the fact that poor Israeli citizens have 
been victimized by the same type of 
careless terrorism and violence we saw 
on September 11 in this Nation. 

I sincerely hope the leadership will 
come forward to make this happen. We 

believe today as we have from the mo-
ment the nation of Israel came into ex-
istence that the Jewish people have a 
right to a homeland, that Israel and its 
people have a right to be safe and se-
cure, that Israel and the United States 
are bound together in a commitment to 
democracy, freedom, tolerance, and 
peace. I hope this amendment and this 
debate will move toward negotiations 
and lasting peace. 

Mrs. BOXER. Will the Senator yield? 
Mr. DURBIN. I am happy to yield. 
Mrs. BOXER. I have a brief state-

ment. It has to do with part of this 
amendment that I think is so crucial. I 
thank my friend for offering it so care-
fully. It calls on Arab States to con-
demn the suicide bombing. 

Mr. SPECTER. Regular order, Mr. 
President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator can yield for a question. 

Mrs. BOXER. I am going to ask a 
question in about 15 seconds, if my 
friend allows me to pose it. 

I am stunned that we have heard few 
voices from the Arab States. I ask my 
friend this, as he voted, as did all my 
colleagues in the Senate, for a resolu-
tion expressing our horror at the 
women suicide bombers. I wonder if the 
Senator is struck by this deafening si-
lence and how he felt when Mrs. Arafat 
said if she had a son, in fact, it would 
be an honor for that son to die. It is a 
stunning statement. 

Mr. SPECTER. Regular order, Mr. 
President. 

Mrs. BOXER. I wonder if the Senator 
feels the same? 

Mr. DURBIN. I will answer briefly be-
cause the Senator from Pennsylvania 
has been waiting patiently. 

I have to say to the Senator from 
California that I am taken aback by 
the fact that people have not come for-
ward to condemn the violence and ter-
rorism on both sides. 

When I was in Egypt and faced the 
press, they looked at me incredulously 
when I described to them that we saw 
happening in the Middle East as the 
same kind of violence as September 11. 
They could not understand the connec-
tion. I think Americans understand 
that connection. 

I hope with this amendment we can 
move toward a peaceful outcome in 
this sad and bloody chapter of the vio-
lence in the Middle East. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. SPECTER. I called for regular 

order for those who might be watching 
because it is the practice of the Senate 
to arrive and wait a turn. I conferred 
with the principal sponsor, Senator 
LIEBERMAN, and was queued up behind 
Senator DURBIN. 

It is not an uncommon practice for 
Senators, under the guise of a question, 
to make speeches. While the Senate 
permits a question to interrupt a 
speaker, or when I have sought rec-
ognition, the rules of the Senate do not 
permit speeches. I think we had a 
speech and that is why I twice asked 
for regular order in accordance with 

the decorum of the Senate to take a 
turn. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Will the Senator 
yield for a request I want to make to 
be allowed to follow the Senator? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. SPECTER. I am happy to yield 
for a question. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. I ask unanimous 
consent I be allowed to follow the Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from West Virginia. 
Mr. BYRD. Reserving the right to ob-

ject, I do not want to object. I have a 
committee hearing on homeland secu-
rity to begin at 2:30, and I believe the 
Senator from Pennsylvania has the 
floor; does he not? 

Mr. SPECTER. I do, Mr. President. 
Mr. BYRD. I had hoped to speak be-

fore that hearing. I don’t think I will 
be able to because the Senator from 
Pennsylvania has the floor and the dis-
tinguished Senator from Minnesota 
wishes to speak. I don’t want to be late 
for my own committee hearing. I have 
say to the Senate, the Members of the 
Senate, I want to speak on this Resolu-
tion before it passes. So the Senate is 
on notice of that fact. My speech won’t 
be long, but I have a few things I want 
to say. I thank the Senator for allow-
ing me to proceed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from Pennsylvania is 
recognized. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I com-
mend the Senator from Connecticut, 
Mr. LIEBERMAN, and the Senator from 
Oregon, Mr. SMITH, for bringing for-
ward this amendment because it is im-
portant that there be a unified fight 
against terrorism. The suicide bombers 
who have threatened Israel are iden-
tical to the suicide bombers who struck 
the United States on September 11, 
2001. The only difference is that the 
suicide bombers on September 11th 
were a little more sophisticated. They 
hijacked planes and they flew them 
into the World Trade Center Towers. 
One, I think, was headed for the Cap-
itol of the United States, the one which 
went down in Somerset County, Penn-
sylvania. One was headed for the White 
House, the one which struck the Pen-
tagon. 

The situation today in Israel is one 
of abject terror, and I can testify to 
that personally because I was in Israel 
in late March. In fact, I was there on 
March 26, 2002, and visited Chairman 
Arafat in his compound on the evening 
of March 26, leaving there close to mid-
night. The next day there was the sui-
cide bombing at the Passover seder in 
Netanya. 

Being in Israel is a terrifying experi-
ence, simply stated. There are suicide 
bombings in buses, suicide bombings in 
restaurants, suicide bombings at 
checkpoints, and suicide bombings on 
the streets. There is an undeniable 
right of self-defense under those cir-
cumstances. That is the essence of 
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what the Lieberman-Smith amendment 
calls for. 

People talk about the cycle of vio-
lence. I do not think it is a cycle be-
cause that suggests there is some sort 
of mutuality. The suicide bombers pro-
vide the violence. The Israeli response 
is a matter of self-defense. 

We face an imminent threat in the 
United States. We get alerts from time 
to time. I think President Bush’s state-
ment, which is cited in this amend-
ment, is worth repeating. He said, on 
November 21, 2001: 

We fight the terrorists and we fight all of 
those who give them aid. America has a mes-
sage for the nations of the world. If you har-
bor terrorists, you are terrorists. If you train 
or arm a terrorist, you are a terrorist. If you 
feed a terrorist or fund a terrorist, you are a 
terrorist and you will be held accountable by 
the United States and our friends. 

What the Senate is saying in this 
amendment is that we are going to 
hold the terrorists accountable and we 
are going to stand with Israel in its 
fight against terrorism. 

I know Senator BYRD wishes to make 
a presentation in advance of his hear-
ing and Senator WELLSTONE has asked 
for recognition, so I am going to limit 
my comments to these 4 minutes and 
yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. CAR-
PER). The Senator from Minnesota. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. I say to my col-
league from Pennsylvania before he 
leaves, Senator BYRD has now gone to 
the hearing. If my colleague needs to 
continue, I will wait. Senator BYRD has 
actually now gone to committee. I am 
pleased to speak now but I want my 
colleague to be clear on the situation. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I 
thank the Senator from Minnesota. I 
thought Senator BYRD was going to 
speak and therefore, I limited my com-
ments. 

I would make one additional observa-
tion. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. That is fine. 
Mr. SPECTER. The additional obser-

vation is that the amendment is san-
guine in calling for assistance from 
Saudi Arabia. It is my hope that the 
Saudis will pursue their initiative in 
normalizing relations with Israel. That 
is a real breakthrough. I was pleased to 
see that Syria followed the Saudi lead. 

I had a chance on my trip to the Mid-
east to talk to Bashar Asad, the new 
President of Syria. It is very important 
to set the stage for normalized rela-
tions. When there has been agreement 
on a Palestinian State, which is the 
principle of Oslo, and when Prime Min-
ister Sharon has agreed on a Pales-
tinian State, it is my hope that the 
principles of the plans advanced by CIA 
Director Tenet and former Senator 
George Mitchell can be carried through 
and that there can be a discussion of 
the Palestinian State to provide a 
framework for hope for the Palestin-
ians. 

However, the critical ingredient is 
normalizing relations. I compliment 
the President and Crown Prince 

Abdallah of Saudi Arabia for their 
meeting—candidly, providing that the 
Saudis follow through. We should not 
lose sight of the fact that 15 of the 19 
terrorists who struck the United 
States on September 11th were Saudis, 
and that Saudi Arabia has also given 
us Osama bin Laden. The Saudis appear 
to have been financing some of the ter-
rorists by paying money to their fami-
lies. In statements on the Sunday news 
talk shows, representatives of Saudi 
Arabia did not deny that. In a circui-
tous way, they said what might be con-
sidered to be an admission. So let us 
hope that the Saudis will provide lead-
ership. Chairman Arafat cannot be re-
lied upon. He writes in disappearing 
ink. 

If there is to be an agreement, it is 
going to have to be enforced by the 
moderate Arab States, by Egypt, by 
Saudi Arabia, by King Hussein of Jor-
dan, and by King Mohamed of Morocco. 

This amendment that Senator LIE-
BERMAN and Senator GORDON SMITH of-
fered is a very important statement. It 
is tempered and I think it will not ad-
versely affect what President Bush and 
his administration seek to do. So I, 
again, commend my colleague Senator 
LIEBERMAN and my colleague Senator 
GORDON SMITH, and hope that this will 
produce a very resounding vote in the 
affirmative. 

I thank my colleague from Minnesota 
and yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 
am going to speak briefly about this 
amendment. I will vote for this amend-
ment because I believe Israel has a 
right to address the concerns of its 
citizens. As Camus once said: 

Murder is never legitimate. 

When men and women are murdered 
at a seder meal, or there is the delib-
erate targeting of teenagers at pizza 
parlors, it is not at all surprising that 
Israel, the Government of Israel, wants 
to protect its own citizens and will re-
spond. 

I support this amendment because I 
believe it is about Israel’s need and 
right to protect its citizens against ter-
rorism. The amendment also states 
that many of the Arab States have 
been silent in the face of this unaccept-
able violence. I believe they must un-
equivocally declare their opposition to 
all forms of terrorism, particularly the 
suicide bombing, and work with the 
Palestinians, in concert with the 
United States, to stop this violence. 

I wish also to say something more 
personal to my colleague from Con-
necticut. I am, if you will, a son of 
Israel. I am a first-generation Amer-
ican. My father, a Jewish immigrant, 
fled persecution. He was born in Odes-
sa, and his family moved to Russia to 
stay ahead of the pogroms. I remember, 
as a little boy, watching my parents 
watch TV, and they would weep when 
Israel was at war. I never really under-
stood the strong feeling that they had 
for Israel. I do now. 

While the amendment before us af-
firms Israel’s right and freedom to pro-
tect its people against terror, I do not 
read this amendment as an explicit or 
implicit endorsement of every action 
that the Government of Israel and its 
forces have taken in the occupied terri-
tory over the last several weeks. 

There is a distinction in my mind be-
tween affirming my solidarity with 
Israel and not equating that with sup-
port of every policy of the Sharon ad-
ministration. 

I also want to talk briefly about the 
role of our government. I believe the 
real test ahead will be whether or not 
the Bush administration stays engaged 
in the Middle East. 

Over and over again, I have pointed 
out that I believe Secretary Powell’s 
efforts have been extremely impor-
tant—that the administration has fi-
nally left the sidelines and is on the 
playing field of Middle East diplomacy. 
It must stay in the game. Israeli offi-
cials say the conditions could worsen 
in the days to come. We may see more 
suicide bombings. 

But if the Bush administration, fac-
ing such an escalation of violence in 
the region, withdraws, as it has before, 
history will judge it harshly. 

We have to stay engaged. I believe we 
must pursue a courageous approach 
which seeks to meet both the critical 
needs of the Israeli people to be free 
from terrorism and violence, and ac-
knowledges the legitimate aspirations 
of the Palestinian people for their own 
state, a state which is economically 
and politically viable. 

Even in this horrific time, we should 
not lose sight of what should be our ul-
timate goal—Israel and a new Pales-
tinian State living side by side with 
peace and with secure borders. There is 
no question in my mind—and I could go 
on for hours about this—about the need 
to end the culture of violence and the 
culture of incitement in Palestinian 
and Arab media, in the schools, and 
elsewhere. It has gone on for too long. 

But I also think it is terribly impor-
tant that Israel shows respect for and 
concern about the human rights and 
dignity of the Palestinian people who 
are now and will continue to be their 
neighbors. 

It is critically important—I believe 
this amendment embraces this, and 
maybe my colleague from Connecticut 
would like to respond—to distinguish 
between the terrorists, who must be 
confronted, and ordinary, innocent Pal-
estinians who are trying to provide for 
their families and live an otherwise 
normal existence. 

This is a critical distinction. We 
don’t want to see Palestinians sub-
jected to daily and humiliating re-
minders that they lack basic freedoms 
and control over their lives. 

I have had certain discussions with 
people, which have been quite painful. I 
have had people come into my office 
who have been very critical of what 
Israel is doing. I listen to them. They 
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make the distinction between defend-
ing against terrorists, and harming in-
nocent civilians—a distinction I agree 
with—and say repeatedly, what about 
the innocent Palestinians? I say it is a 
Jewish thing for me to be concerned 
about the loss of all innocent lives. But 
then I say to them, I want you to also 
talk to me about the loss of innocent 
Israeli life. I want you to talk to me 
about the Jews that were murdered at 
their seder meal. 

These are people who feel strongly, 
and who condemn Israel’s actions. 
When I meet with them, they don’t say 
anything about the murder of Israelis. 
My God. I wonder why. 

I have also met with other people 
who never utter a word about the loss 
of innocent Palestinians. This is not an 
argument about moral equivalency—I 
know the difference between innocent 
civilians who are deliberately targeted 
and murdered, as is the case with sui-
cide bombings, and when they are not 
deliberately targeted or not delib-
erately harmed. But if my mother and 
father were alive, they would be weep-
ing for the loss of innocent Israelis, 
and they would also be weeping for the 
loss of innocent life everywhere. They 
would say: Paul, we want you as our 
son to express your solidarity for 
Israel. We love Israel. You are a son of 
Israel. But we also, Paul, want you to 
be clear on the floor of the Senate that 
supporting this amendment—which I 
do—does not mean it should be viewed 
as an endorsement of every single, spe-
cific policy or action by the Sharon ad-
ministration. 

I thank my colleague. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Connecticut. 
Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I 

thank the Senator from Minnesota for 
his very principled and impassioned 
statement. 

I wish to briefly respond, and in par-
ticular say, as a personal statement, 
that it seems to me it is self-evident 
and compelling that the only way 
peace will be established between the 
Israelis and the Palestinians is when 
each side recognizes the right of the 
other to have a homeland there and to 
live in peace. 

That is a personal statement. But it 
also seems to me that has been at least 
an implicit, if not an explicit, part of 
American foreign policy, certainly 
since the Oslo Declaration of Prin-
ciples was signed on the White House 
lawn in September of 1993. It remains 
to this day a fundamental objective. 

As to the claims on both sides and 
the death on both sides, I think it is so 
critical, as I believe the Senator was 
saying, that neither side—this is dif-
ficult sometimes in the heat of vio-
lence and fear and anger—can be al-
lowed to come to a point where they 
deny or forget the humanity of every-
body on the other side. 

There is a famous statement made by 
Golda Meir, the former Prime Minister 
of Israel. I will paraphrase it because I 
don’t remember it exactly. She said at 

one point: We Israelis will someday for-
give the Arabs for killing our children. 
What will be more difficult for us is to 
forgive the Arabs for forcing our chil-
dren to kill their children. 

That spirit, so eloquently expressed, 
really should guide our deliberations. 

I consider this amendment to be a 
statement of American principles, a 
statement of solidarity with our ally, 
Israel, and a statement that is con-
sistent with the war on terrorism and 
the doctrine that President Bush has 
articulated. It is intentionally not in 
any sense anti-Palestinian. It is 
antiterrorist. It is intentionally draft-
ed that way with the hope that it will 
draw the broadest possible support and 
be an expression of solidarity and an 
expression of support for Israel’s right 
centrally, fundamentally to defend 
itself against terrorism. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 
thank the Senator for his statement. I 
think it is a supremely important 
statement. 

As an example of my definition of 
hope—I had a chance to talk about this 
at Temple Israel in Minneapolis—is the 
story of the Israeli man who was one of 
the Israelis murdered at the bombing 
of the seder. His organs were donated 
to save the life of a Palestinian woman. 
His children said: Our father would be 
very proud. 

I believe this is hope. I say to my col-
league from Connecticut and South 
Carolina, that is the hope. I do not be-
lieve I am being naive when I say there 
are a lot of people—a majority of the 
people—who understand that we have 
to get from where we are now to where 
we all know we need to be. The terror-
ists will not get us there. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms. STA-
BENOW). The Senator from Connecticut. 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. I thank my friend 
from Minnesota. I could not agree with 
him more. I think what is at issue now 
is whether we can create a cir-
cumstance where the Palestinian lead-
ership will seize the initiative from the 
suicide bombers, from the terrorists, 
who have captured it, who have, in that 
sense, hijacked, as I said earlier in this 
debate, the legitimate cause of Pales-
tinian statehood. When that happens, I 
am confident they will meet with an 
overall majority of the Israeli people 
who want nothing more than to live in 
peace and security with their neigh-
bors. 

I thank the Chair, and I yield the 
floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from South Dakota—South Caro-
lina. Excuse me. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Madam President, I 
will probably be from South Dakota 
after I make a few comments because I 
think the amendment is ill-timed and 
not in the best interests of the United 
States and not in the best interests of 
Israel. 

I say not in the best interests of 
Israel—I agree, with the various items 
listed in the ‘‘Sense of Congress’’—and 
you can go through (1) through (7)—‘‘(1) 

stands in solidarity with Israel . . . ’’— 
there is no question about that—‘‘(2) 
remains committed to Israel’s right to 
self-defense’’—and on down the par-
ticular seven points. 

I do not have to explain it. I have a 
35-year voting record for Israel. But as 
to what the amendment does not say— 
it is not what it says; it is what is not 
said that bothers me. 

The distinguished colleague from 
Connecticut talks about the humanity. 
Well, where is the humanity on the 
Palestinian side here? That is what we 
are looking for. Five years from now, 
10 years from now, 50 years from now, 
there is bound to be an Israel. I think 
there is going to be a Palestine. The 
task is to get these folks as neighbors 
living together. 

Where is the humanity? This comes 
at a particularly tenuous time. We just 
got the President engaged. I say that 
advisedly. It was an affirmative action 
plan that we are not going to fool with 
Israel. All these other Presidents did. 
Let them do what they are going to do. 
But we got him engaged. 

Now we have Crown Prince Abdullah 
from Saudi Arabia engaged and vis-
iting. And he is offering, categorically, 
recognition of the Israeli state. He says 
Syria and the rest of them—including 
Egypt and Jordan—will all go along. 
They all will join in. Some say that is 
propaganda. Don’t give me that propa-
ganda stuff. Let’s try it. 

We have Secretary Powell making 
his visits, and then along comes this 
political amendment. I have been up 
here a long time, and it would be easier 
for me to just walk to the desk, vote 
aye, go home, and not have to answer 
the phone. 

I know because I made a comment in 
the earlier part of the year that I 
thought Ariel Sharon was the Bull 
Conner of Israel. As for Arafat—I think 
he wants to be a martyr, he wants to be 
killed, he cannot be trusted. 

In any event, I know what it is to be 
critical. I finally found some solace the 
other day for saying anything at all. 

Here is a column by Richard Cohen, 
from the day before yesterday in the 
Washington Post. I ask unanimous con-
sent the article in its entirety be print-
ed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

[From the Washington Post, Apr. 30, 2002] 

WHO’S ANTI-SEMITIC? 

(By Richard Cohen) 

If I weren’t a Jew, I might be called an 
anti-Semite. I have occasionally been crit-
ical of Israel. I have occasionally taken the 
Palestinians’ side. I have always maintained 
that the occupation of the West Bank is 
wrong and while I am, to my marrow, a sup-
porter of Israel, I insist that the Palestinian 
cause—although sullied by terrorism—is a 
worthy one. 

In Israel itself, these positions would hard-
ly be considered remarkable. People with 
similar views serve in parliament. They 
write columns for the newspapers. And while 
they are sometimes vehemently criticized— 
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such is the rambunctious nature of Israel’s 
democratic din—they are not called either 
anti-Semites or self-hating Jews. 

I cannot say the same about America. 
Here, criticism of Israel, particularly anti- 
Zionism, is equated with anti-Semitism. The 
Anti-Defamation League, one of the most 
important American Jewish organizations, 
comes right out and says so. ‘‘Anti-Zionism 
is showing its true colors as deep-rooted 
anti-Semitism,’’ the organization says in a 
full-page ad that I have seen in the New Re-
public as well as other magazines. ‘‘No 
longer are the Arab nations camouflaging 
their hatred of Jews in the guise of attack-
ing Israel.’’ 

I feel compelled to pause here and assert 
my credentials. Few people have written 
more often about Arab anti-Semitism than I. 
I have come at this subject time and time 
again, so often that I have feared becoming 
a bore. Arab anti-Semitism not only exists, 
it is often either state-sponsored or state- 
condoned, and it is only getting worse. It 
makes the Arabs look like fools. How can 
anyone take seriously a person who believes 
that Jews engage in ritual murder? 

But that hardly means that anti-Zionism— 
hating, opposing, fighting Israel—is the same 
as anti-Semitism, hating Jews anywhere on 
account of supposedly inherently character-
istics. If I were a Palestinian living in a ref-
ugee camp, I might very well hate Israel for 
my plight—never mind its actual cause—and 
I even might not like Jews in general. 

After all, Israel proclaims itself the Jewish 
state. It officially celebrates Jewish holi-
days, including the Sabbath on Saturday. It 
allows the orthodox rabbinate to control sec-
ular matters, such as marriage, and, of 
course, it offers citizenship to any person 
who can reasonably claim to be Jewish. This 
so-called right of return permits such a per-
son to ‘‘return’’ to a place where he or she 
has never been. Palestinians must find this 
simply astonishing. 

To equate anti-Zionists or critics of Israel 
in general with anti-Semites is to liken 
them to the Nazis or the rampaging mobs of 
the pogroms. It says that their hatred is un-
reasonable, unfathomable, based on some 
crackpot racial theory or some misguided re-
ligious zealotry. It dismisses all criticism, 
no matter how legitimate, as rooted in preju-
dice and therefore without any validity. 

No doubt there has been an upsurge of 
anti-Semitic incidents in Europe. But there 
has also been an upsurge of legitimate criti-
cism of Israel that is not in the least anti- 
Semitic. When Israel recently jailed and 
then deported four pro-Palestinian Swedes, 
two of whom are physicians, under the mis-
guided policy of seeing all the Palestinians’ 
sympathizers as enemies of the state, it was 
an action that ought to be condemned—and 
the Swedes who have done so ought not be 
considered anti-Semites. 

When the same thing happens to a Japa-
nese physician, that too ought to be con-
demned—and it was, as it happens, in the 
Israeli newspaper Haaretz. A column by Gid-
eon Levy made the point that Israel cannot 
reject and rebut all criticism by reciting the 
mantra: ‘‘The whole world is against us.’’ 

The same holds for American Jews. To 
turn a deaf ear to the demands of Palestin-
ians, to dehumanize them all as bigots, only 
exacerbates the hatred on both sides. The 
Palestinians do have a case. Their methods 
are sometimes—maybe often—execrable, but 
that does not change the fact that they are 
a people without a state. As long as that per-
sists so too will their struggle. 

The only way out of the current mess is for 
each side to listen to what the other is say-
ing. To protest living conditions on the West 
Bank is not anti-Semitism. To condemn the 
increasing encroachment of Jewish settle-

ments is not anti-Semitism. To protest the 
cuffing that the Israelis sometimes give the 
international press is not anti-Semitism ei-
ther. 

To suggest, finally, that Ariel Sharon is a 
rejectionist who provocatively egged on the 
Palestinians is not anti-Semitism. It is a 
criticism no more steeped in bigotry than 
the assertion that Yasser Arafat is a liar who 
cannot be trusted. That does not make me 
anti-Arab—just a realist who is sick and 
tired of lazy labels. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. He says, in con-
cluding: 

‘‘The only way out of the current mess is 
for each side to listen. . . . 

Nobody in America believes we are 
not for Israel. It is perfectly obvious. 
We have given them all the equipment. 
We have given them the economic aid. 
We will give them what is necessary. 
We admire that little country right in 
the middle of the Mideast, the progress 
she is making. Yitzhak Rabin could see 
it. But his own folks killed him. And 
Anwar Sadat could see the progress 
Egypt was making, and his own folks 
killed him. 

We talk about the Palestinian Au-
thority in one breath and in the next 
breath say: Who has the authority? The 
Palestinians? No. The Israelis have the 
authority. This is a very complex issue. 

I remember back in World War II, in 
the occupation, where the French 
would take out a German soldier on 
the corner, and then the Germans 
would retaliate and then just wipe out 
the block. We all know about that. 

Several years ago, I was in Kosovo. 
And some Albanians would get feeling 
good, and they would take out a Serb 
policeman on the corner, and along 
would come the Serbian army and they 
would clean out the block. Now along 
comes Sharon, and he must learn the 
lessons of the past. He is making more 
terrorists than he is getting rid of. 

He sounds formal—‘‘I am getting rid 
of the infrastructure’’—like there is a 
structure. There is no structure to this 
mess. Anybody who thinks Arafat is in 
charge, to the extent that he is in 
charge because we have a deal with 
somebody. He is in charge, but Hamas, 
Hezbollah, and all, they use him. This 
is a tricky part of the world. 

And we are looking for friends in the 
war on terrorism. And they have been 
going along with us. Now we could 
come along and start losing friends 
with this kind of leadership and the 
categorical one-sided endorsement of 
it. 

I was not prepared to talk about this, 
but I did not know this was going to 
come up today. But in conscience, I 
cannot support it. 

Let me cite what Richard Cohen 
says: 

The only way out of the current mess is for 
each side to listen. . . . 

Don’t you think it would be good for 
Congress, as the President asked over 
on the House side—that this is not the 
right time for us to vote on this resolu-
tion. I heard earlier today that the 
White House is not taking a position, 
but we know they do not support it. 

Can’t we help the President in this ten-
uous situation? 

Quoting Richard Cohen again: 
The only way out of the current mess is for 

each side to listen to what the other is say-
ing. To protest living conditions on the West 
Bank is not anti-Semitism. To condemn the 
increasing encroachment of Jewish settle-
ments is not anti-Semitism. To protest the 
cuffing that the Israelis sometimes give the 
international press is not anti-Semitism ei-
ther. 

To suggest, finally, that Ariel Sharon is a 
rejectionist who provocatively egged on the 
Palestinians is not anti-Semitism. 

It is a criticism no more steeped in bigotry 
than the assertion that Yasser Arafat is a 
liar who cannot be trusted. That does not 
make me anti-Arab—just a realist who is 
sick and tired of lazy labels. 

Let’s go in the resolution to the la-
bels and the whereas. How can you live 
with that? We fight the terrorists and 
we fight all those who give them aid. 
America has a message for the nations 
of the world: If you harbor terrorists, 
you are terrorists. If you train or arm 
a terrorist, you are a terrorist. If you 
feed a terrorist or fund a terrorist, you 
are a terrorist, and you will be held ac-
countable by the United States and our 
friends. 

Crown Prince Abdullah just left 
Crawford, TX. The Saudis are funding 
terrorism, I can tell you that. Go to 
the religious schools in Pakistan. As 
we saw on TV, the Saudis have been 
funding them for a long time. But we 
can’t say that about the Saudis, we 
have to get oil. In any event, who is 
the terrorist here with respect to the 
situation? Do the Saudis qualify as ter-
rorists under this resolution? 

Madam President, the situation in 
the Middle East is such that you have 
the creation of more terrorists under 
this approach. The Arabs, by the way, 
think we are terrorists. In fact, that is 
what they call us. In the U.N., they 
have brought resolutions against the 
United States in the past. The U.N. 
passed resolutions to send weapons in-
spectors into Iraq. We condemned Sad-
dam for not letting them in. Now the 
U.N. formed a team to investigate the 
incursion into Jenin. Sharon refuses to 
let the U.N. investigate, so in a way 
he’s acting like Saddam Hussein. 

Max Rodenbeck, in an article on 
April 17 in the New York Times, wrote: 

While other Arabs have always taken the 
Palestinians’ side, the violent images are in-
creasing the sense of personal interest in the 
conflict. When half a million Moroccans 
marched in a recent protest against Israel, 
many carried placards saying: We are all 
Palestinians. 

So according to this amendment, ev-
erybody in Morocco is a terrorist. Any 
Palestinian you see defending his 
house, as we have been watching on 
TV—even if he had no connection 
whatsoever to any of these individuals 
with the explosives or the suicidal ter-
rorists, or even if he doesn’t like 
Arafat—is a terrorist. 

Incidentally, there have been five at-
tempts that someone just told me 
about on Arafat’s life—not by Israelis, 
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but by Arabs, by Palestinians. So if I 
am in my home, defending my home, 
and I see a soldier come shooting his 
way in, and I shoot him, all of a sudden 
I am a terrorist. If you don’t have uni-
forms, I guess you are terrorists. If you 
have uniforms, then you are soldiers. 

How do you deal with Arafat if you 
are going to call him a terrorist in one 
breath and the Palestinian leader in 
the next breath? This is too simplistic. 
We have had enough blood on both 
sides. Now we are getting to where the 
administration is taking charge—and I 
commend them for it. We are making 
some progress, and they have freed 
Arafat. But section No. 5 calls on the 
Palestinian Authority, actually it de-
mands that the Palestinian Authority 
fulfill its commitment to dismantle 
the terrorist infrastructure in the Pal-
estinian areas. And the Palestinian Au-
thority—that is what we call an 
oxymoron. Let’s not kid ourselves, this 
isn’t any authority, but it’s the best 
term we have. 

Sharon—and I am quoting Andy Roo-
ney, who said the other night on ‘‘60 
Minutes’’: 

Sharon is not our friend and President 
Bush should stop pussy-footing and say so. 

Both sides are coming in and calling 
names, and that is what this amend-
ment does. It doesn’t help anybody but 
us Washington politicians. 

This is the London Economist, of 
April 20. I ask unanimous consent that 
this be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
[From the London Economist, Apr. 20, 2002] 

FRIENDLY FIRE 
Thanks mainly to his comportment since 

September 11th, George Bush stands tall in 
American opinion. America’s standing in the 
world is another matter. As the sympathy 
that followed the destruction of the twin 
towers fades, the admiration Mr. Bush 
earned for victory in Afghanistan is being 
pushed aside by complaints about the rest of 
the ‘‘war against terrorism’’. In the Muslim 
world, of course, but also in much of Europe, 
the uneven battles on the West Bank have 
encouraged demonstrators to burn the Amer-
ican flag on the streets, alongside the flag of 
Israel. But even before those battles, Euro-
pean politicians were lining up to denounce 
Mr. Bush’s ‘‘simplistic’’ foreign policy and 
deplore America’s preponderance in the 
world. The loyalty to Mr. Bush shown by 
Britian’s prime minister, Tony Blair, had 
begun to alienate not only Britian’s EU part-
ners but also his own Labour Party. 

GUILT BY ASSOCIATION 
This rift was visible before Ariel Sharon 

invaded the West Bank. But Mr. Sharon has 
made the rift suddenly deeper. America is 
not responsible for the fighting, still less for 
its grisly climax in what may turn out to 
have been a war crime in Jenin (see next 
leader). But as the provider of Israel’s sword 
and furnisher of its diplomatic shield, Amer-
ica is being held responsible in most of the 
world, but not America, picture of the bull-
dozer refugee camp plaster the front pages. 
To an extent that Americans do not realize 
being blamed for Israel’s actions is ripping 
up the coalition Mr. Bush took such pains to 
knit together last September. How can he 
patch it back together? 

From Europe, the answer looks simple. To 
save his coalition, Mr. Bush needs to put the 
squeeze on Mr. Sharon. Only thus, it is ar-
gued, can Israel be persuaded to make the 
compromises necessary for peace. And even 
if squeezing Mr. Sharon does not lead to 
peace, being seen by the Arab street to 
squeeze him is the only way to persuade 
fragile Arab regimes to stay on America’s 
side in the larger war against terrorism. In-
stead, Mr. Bush appeared, first, to give 
Israel’s invasion of the West Bank a green 
light; and then not to mean what he said 
when he called a fortnight ago for Israel to 
withdraw ‘‘immediately’’. At best, Euro-
peans say, this makes America look ineffec-
tual. At worst, it plays into the hands of 
Osama bin Laden and his associates, who ac-
cuse ‘‘the Jews and the Americans’’ of wag-
ing war against Islam. Europe cannot under-
stand America’s failure to see this. 

What Europeans fail to see is that, pre-
cisely because of his steadfastness in the war 
against terrorism, Mr. Bush is widely ad-
mired in America. When he is criticized 
there, it is not for arming and shielding 
Israel but for sending Colin Powell, his sec-
retary of state, to talk to Yasser Arafat, ter-
rorist recidivist, and for suggesting that 
Israel might curtail its own was against ter-
rorism. This, say the critics, smudges his 
previous ‘‘moral clarity’’. September 11th 
gave Americans at large—not just Jews, and 
not just politicians influenced by the Israel 
lobby—special reason to shudder at the on-
slaught on Israel by Muslim suicide bombers 
determined to kill as many civilians as pos-
sible. Long before then, Americans learnt to 
identify more with the beleaguered Israelis 
than the thwarted Palestinians. Above all, 
Americans cannot understand why some Eu-
ropeans dignify terrorism as legitimate ‘‘re-
sistance’’ to an occupation which, but for 
Palestinian intransigence, Israel’s previous 
government would have ended anyway. 

You do not have to resolve the merits of 
these two views of the conflict to see the 
danger that this cross-Atlantic incomprehen-
sion poses to the post-September coalition. 
European leaders were squeamish enough be-
fore Mr. Sharon’s war about Mr. Bush’s plans 
to take his campaign on to Iraq and other 
members of the ‘‘axis of evil’’. The acceler-
ated killing gives them every reason to say 
that this must not happen while the West 
Bank is on fire, lest it unleashes the pan-Is-
lamic rage Mr. bin Laden was aiming to pro-
voke. America’s Arab friends say so too— 
though they made it clear at the Beirut sum-
mit that ended before Mr. Sharon’s re-inva-
sion that they were not up for another swipe 
against Saddam anyways. In a funny way, 
Palestine gets Mr. Bush’s reluctant allies off 
the hook. While Mr. Sharon is on the ram-
page, they are less likely to be roped into un-
wanted American adventures further afield. 

How does Mr. Bush proposed to end this 
rift? Not by selling Israel down the river: Mr. 
Powell flew home with Israeli tanks still in 
the West Bank and Mr. Arafat still stewing 
under siege in Ramallah. Nor, probably, by 
resuming the aloofness that characterized 
his initial handling of the Middle East. For 
all their criticism of American zigzagging, 
Mr. Bush’s European critics need to recog-
nize that this is a president improvising re-
sponses to a baffling crisis. It would be 
wrong to confuse his immediate plan to 
achieve quiet—by piling pressure on Mr. 
Arafat to call off the intifada—with his 
longer-term thinking. Mr. Bush has, after 
all, spent the past weeks stating more plain-
ly than any predecessor that America wants 
an independent Palestine and Israel back 
more or less to its 1967 border. 

TIMING THE SQUEEZE 
Empty words? At some point, it is true, 

getting an Israel under a Mr. Sharon to ac-

cept such terms will require Mr. Bush to 
apply that squeeze. With the domestic polit-
ical capital he has collected since September 
11th, he could certainly do so, especially if it 
seemed that supporting Israel was beginning 
to damage America’s own security. But re-
member ‘‘moral clarity’’: the Europeans 
should not expect Mr. Bush to pressurize 
Israel in circumstances that seemed to ap-
pease terrorism. In other words, Mr. Arafat 
must accept—in good faith, this time—the 
principle underpinning the Oslo accords, 
which is that negotiating peace is not com-
patible with a terrorist war. 

If they were serious about helping the Pal-
estinians to statehood, Europeans would ex-
plain this to the Palestinians morning and 
night, instead of hailing the intrifada, as 
many do, as ‘‘resistance’’. The intifada it 
was that helped Mr. Sharon to power, de-
stroyed Israel’s peace camp and turned 
Americans off the Palestinian cause. After 
September 11th, Americans feel that they 
too are at risk, and at war. Europeans do 
not. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. It says: 
But as the provider of Israel’s sword and 

furnisher of its diplomatic shield, America is 
being held responsible. In most of the world, 
but not America, pictures of the bulldozed 
refugee camps plaster the front pages. To an 
extent that Americans do not realize, being 
blamed for Israel’s actions is ripping up the 
coalition Mr. Bush took such pains to knit 
together last September. How can he patch 
it back together? 

Well, he is trying, and this amend-
ment doesn’t help him. It doesn’t help 
him a bit. We know that. Since Sep-
tember 11, times are different. Yes, 
there is a war on terrorism, and how do 
we succeed in that war? We cannot do 
it alone, as the President says. We need 
the assistance of everyone—particu-
larly in the Mideast which, in a general 
sense, has the majority, I would say, of 
terrorism and terrorists. So we have to 
go about it in a very careful fashion. 

For this Senator’s interest, I think 
we can go after Saddam Hussein, but 
first let’s stabilize our friend Israel. 
You have to have first things first. We 
found in the artillery in World War II, 
no matter how well the gun was aimed, 
if the recoil would kill the gun crew, 
you don’t fire. So before we start firing 
on countries, let’s take care of the 
countries that are being fired upon. 
Let’s take care of Israel. Let’s give sol-
idarity to Israel—solidarity of support. 

In my judgment, it was wrong for 
Ariel Sharon to go to the Temple 
Mount with in-your-face kind of poli-
tics and leadership; to bulldoze the 
camps; and to extend settlements, all 
condemned by the United States. Then 
along comes this one-sided amendment 
like there is no cognizance or aware-
ness of the complexity of this situa-
tion. 

Our credibility is at stake and every-
body should pay particular attention. 
Now we are working with Pakistan, 
who we were formerly against, in the 
war on terrorism. We got their help. 
We are going to Jordan and getting 
their help. We are going to Egypt, but 
Mubarak is in a tenuous position that 
he had to cut off contacts with Israel. 

So this is a complicated thing. But to 
come with this simplistic one-sided 
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amendment is not in the interest of 
Israel and not in the interest of the 
United States. We ought to do like 
Richard Cohen says: Let’s listen 
awhile, set this aside, and move on and 
continue our 100-percent solidarity 
with Israel. This doesn’t furnish it. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Connecticut is recognized. 
Mr. LIEBERMAN. Madam President, 

briefly and respectfully, I reply to my 
friend from South Carolina. Particu-
larly, I want to pick up on the point at 
the end as to whether this is in the in-
terest of the United States and our 
credibility. 

It seems to me that our credibility 
depends, in good measure, on our clar-
ity—our moral clarity—and our con-
sistency. That is what this amendment 
is about. It states that we, after Sep-
tember 11, are in a war against ter-
rorism, effectively declared by the Con-
gress 2 or 3 days after September 11, 
that our Nation’s policy is now guided 
by a doctrine that President Bush ar-
ticulated in his address to a joint ses-
sion of Congress last September, now 
known as the Bush doctrine: Terrorism 
is evil; the use of violence to accom-
plish political ends—including legiti-
mate political ends, such as in this 
case, as I have said earlier in this de-
bate, Palestinian statehood—is unac-
ceptable; you cannot use terrorism to 
accomplish legitimate ends. 

It is a time of decision: Either you 
are with us or you are with the terror-
ists. 

This amendment is a carefully draft-
ed affirmative statement of moral clar-
ity for the United States, that we see 
Israel as now a front-line state in the 
war against terrorism. Just as this ad-
ministration has sent American sol-
diers, in fact, to the Philippines, to 
Yemen, to the country of Georgia, to 
assist regimes in their front-line status 
fighting terrorism, so, too, do we at 
least respect the right of the Israelis to 
do the same: to defend their people 
against terrorism. 

It is not, with all respect, a political 
amendment. It is, in my opinion—and I 
was involved most deeply with Senator 
SMITH of Oregon in drafting it—a prin-
cipled amendment. It goes to the prin-
ciples articulated in the Bush doctrine 
and the moral clarity of our war 
against terrorism, which, with all re-
spect, has been not so consistently ap-
plied over the last 2 or 3 weeks by this 
administration: On one day calling for 
the Israelis to withdraw, and the next 
day expressing understanding about 
why they would take military action 
against the terrorism. 

The truth is, no regime, no democ-
racy could do other than they have 
done. This is not to defend every par-
ticular act of every particular soldier. I 
do not know what every particular sol-
dier did. 

If we put this in American terms, if 
we think about young people out at 
night at a cafe getting blown to death 
by a suicide bomber; working people 

waiting at a bus stop; people at a reli-
gious service; and this past weekend a 
mother with two children in their 
home, while the father is off at syna-
gogue on Sabbath morning, a terrorist 
comes in disguised in an Israeli mili-
tary uniform and kills a 5-year-old girl, 
no civilized nation can do anything 
other than put a stop to that behavior. 

That is what this amendment says: 
We respect and stand in solidarity with 
Israel as it takes the necessary steps to 
provide security to its people, and we 
remain committed to Israel’s right to 
self-defense. 

This is not in any sense an anti-Pal-
estinian statement. It was carefully 
drafted to make sure it was not. It is 
an antiterrorism statement. 

It is in that sense that I hope the 
great majority of my colleagues will 
support it today. 

I note the presence in the Chamber of 
the Senator from Tennessee. I yield the 
floor at this time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Tennessee. 

Mr. THOMPSON. I thank the Chair. 
Madam President, I thank Senator 

LIEBERMAN and Senator GORDON SMITH 
for this amendment. It is entirely ap-
propriate for the legislative branch of 
Government to express itself on some-
thing that is so important to so many 
Americans. 

The President has stated this coun-
try is not going to abandon Israel. I 
know he means what he says. I do not 
think there is much doubt in terms of 
the Congress of the United States, but 
we need to make sure there is none. 
Quite frankly, I am surprised at some 
of the misreadings that our friends in 
Europe and other places have some-
times of our body and our intentions. 

It appears to me that Israel is in a 
struggle for its very existence. I do not 
think that is an overstatement. We 
read about skirmishes, and we hear of 
the historical difficulties we have had 
in that region. We tend to, in my mind, 
sometimes downplay the significance 
of what is going on there, but it is 
more significant probably than most 
people realize. 

No. 1, it is quite apparent that the 
Israelis believe they are in a struggle 
for their existence. It is clear to them, 
as it is to me, that the driving force 
among the Palestinians—not all Pal-
estinians—is intent to drive the 
Israelis out of their country. 

If we look at Arafat’s map, we will 
see that it does not have Israel on it. 
When those people talk about a Pales-
tinian homeland, they are talking 
about Tel Aviv, they are not talking 
about the West Bank. 

When the Israelis see that and they 
are subjected to organized, orches-
trated, systematic terrorist activity 
where their children are being mur-
dered, they take that very seriously. 
They are doing right now what is nec-
essary to protect themselves. 

I am afraid their enemies in this re-
gion are not interested in just a Pales-
tinian state, which I think the entire 

international community now is saying 
has to be a part of any long-term reso-
lution of this problem. They certainly 
are not interested in a peace process, 
not at this stage of the game anyway. 

Mr. Arafat was offered what in most 
people’s minds was the best deal that 
had ever been placed on the table dur-
ing the prior Israeli administration. 
The Crown Prince of Saudi Arabia has 
put a proposition on the table that the 
Palestinians have shown no indication 
they want to accept. 

Is there any doubt that if the vio-
lence stopped, the Israelis would be 
willing to sit down at the table? Of 
course not. Is there any doubt, on the 
other hand, that if the Israelis pull out 
of Jenin and the other places in the 
West Bank, the Palestinians will be 
willing to sit down at the table? The 
answer to that is no. 

Why is this the case? I am afraid it is 
the case because they still think they 
are winning the battle, they are win-
ning the struggle. How can that be 
when they undergo tremendous losses? 
I think it is because the Palestinians 
believe they are winning the battle in 
the international community. 

It has been absolutely amazing to me 
to watch this occur. It is Orwellian to 
see person after person—young peo-
ple—being strapped up with dynamite— 
with the encouragement of their fami-
lies who are being paid off in many 
cases by Saddam Hussein and others— 
to kill innocent men, women, and chil-
dren in public places in Israel, and to 
see the massacre and carnage of people 
who are not military people, who are 
not government leaders, but just kids 
out having a good time, and then to 
have this situation twist and turn a 
few times and come out as outrage 
against the Israelis in the world com-
munity. 

Somehow this brutal activity against 
civilians is equated with military oper-
ations the Israelis conduct against Pal-
estinian militant leaders. I do not un-
derstand how that can come about. I 
am sure it boggles the minds of the 
Israelis, and I am sure it encourages 
the Palestinian leadership that wishes 
to drive Israel into the sea. That is the 
reason they still believe they have a 
chance, because our European friends 
are more critical of Israel as they de-
fend themselves from these massacres 
than they are of the Palestinians. They 
believe that because our moderate 
Arab friends feel the same way about 
it. They believe that because the 
United Nations itself is more intent on 
investigating a war zone where people 
get killed, where the Israelis, instead 
of dropping bombs the way the United 
States often does, went house to house 
to save innocent lives and get the 
guilty and get the people who are re-
sponsible for so much of this destruc-
tion, losing people—they conduct this 
house-to-house kind of activity and 
bulldoze some buildings. This is the ac-
tivity that the leadership of the United 
Nations wants to investigate. 

Of course, as it turns out, there was 
not anything to investigate. All of the 
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charges against the Israelis proved 
false before they even got there. At the 
same time, the blood is hardly dry in 
downtown Tel Aviv from innocent chil-
dren who were murdered by the leader-
ship of the PLO and other radicals 
among that group. As the Senator said, 
5-year-old children are being shot and 
killed in their bed, but it is a war zone 
that the United Nations wants to in-
vestigate. So that is why I think the 
PLO and Mr. Arafat and his kind be-
lieve they may be winning. They are 
willing to sacrifice any number of their 
people in order to have the political 
victory. 

I think the toughest thing in the 
world for political leaders to do is to 
acknowledge sometimes that there is 
nothing that can be done in short 
order. It does not matter in the end 
what the Europeans, the United Na-
tions, the Americans, or the moderate 
Arabs think. Until these two parties 
are willing to sit down and work out a 
peace arrangement, we are not going to 
have peace. There is nothing in the 
world that any of us can do to force 
them to do that. 

In my opinion, nothing is going to 
force them to do that until they are 
both either exhausted or they both be-
lieve it is in their best interest to sit 
down. As I said, I am afraid Mr. Arafat 
and the PLO do not see that in their 
best interest right now. 

I suggest to our friends around the 
world to reassess what they are doing. 
I think they are contributing to the 
problem. They are keeping hope alive 
among these people who would drive 
Israel out of existence and into the sea. 
That is not going to happen. They are 
endangering the entire region because 
Israel is not going to let that happen. 
We all know Israel has the capability 
to keep that from happening. No one 
wants a conflagration in that part of 
the world, but that will happen before 
Israel allows itself to once again be 
exterminated. 

By encouraging the kind of activity 
that has driven Israel to that point, we 
are prolonging the conflict and making 
the world a more dangerous place. I say 
to our moderate Arab friends, includ-
ing our friends the Saudis, with whom 
we do have an important relationship— 
they are important to us. We are im-
portant to them. It is not one-sided. We 
have worked with each other for a long 
time. Hopefully, we can work with each 
other again. But it is no testimonial to 
friendship to not be honest. 

Part of what our friends there need 
to remember is, it is their country who 
furnished most of the terrorists on Sep-
tember 11 who did so much damage to 
us. It was their diplomat ambassador 
to Great Britain who was quoted as 
praising these suicide bombers and ter-
rorists. It is their country and some of 
their own people who are raising 
money or allowing money to be raised 
in that country that finds its way to 
terrorists all over the world. It is their 
people, in many instances, who are 
raising money for the families who 

send these children in to blow them-
selves up and kill innocent Israelis. 
And it is their leaders, many times in 
their controlled press, who call the 
United States, along with the Israelis, 
terrorists. These are the folks we 
should be worried about, oil or no oil. 

The United States will not continue 
to be the United States that we all 
know and love and grew up in if we let 
these people dictate our policies con-
trary to our own interests and to the 
interests of our only democratic ally in 
that part of the world. I know that is 
not going to happen, and our friends, 
the Saudis, need to understand that is 
not going to happen. 

The United Nations, over the years, 
has had every kind of conceivable con-
demning resolution against the 
Israelis, while atrocity after atrocity 
has occurred against the Israelis. The 
United Nations, instead of inves-
tigating and looking into these places 
in the world where people are getting 
butchered by the tens of thousands, are 
more interested in the supposed human 
rights violations that the Israelis are 
conducting than anything else. These 
are supposed to be the objective ana-
lyzers of the situation in Jenin and 
other places. 

I urge that perhaps they take a look 
at their own behavior and their own at-
titudes. Our European friends, I hope, 
would reassess their attitudes and 
their public statements of their leaders 
at a time when anti-Semitism is break-
ing out once again in key European 
countries. 

As we watch the elections, as we 
watch the synagogues being burned, we 
are getting condemning lectures from 
them because we are supporting the 
only democracy in the Middle East. 
What in the world are they thinking? 
What kind of reaction do they think 
that is going to engender on our part? 

I think it is very important that we 
send a strong, clear message, as I think 
the President has done, and that we in 
this body send a clear message we will 
not bow to such wrong-headed public 
opinion, no matter how universal it is 
at the present time. We should be the 
leaders and we should point out the 
error of their ways. They should 
change their opinions because we are 
not about to turn our backs on an ally 
who has been our ally for so many 
years; that is a democracy, is not ag-
gressively pursuing anyone except in 
self-defense, and who is now being sub-
jected to a new kind of warfare that is, 
I believe, designed to wipe them off the 
face of the Earth in the end. Otherwise, 
we would have had at least a peace 
process that meant something instead 
of one that is in name only and is vio-
lated as soon as the ink is dry on the 
paper. 

So I again commend my friends from 
Connecticut and Oregon for giving us 
an opportunity to vote on this and to 
add our voices to those who are so 
wishful for a resolution in this troubled 
part of the world, who understand that 
it is in the interest of the United 

States to have a resolution in this part 
of the world. It is the right thing to do. 
It is the humane thing to do, to engage 
in that kind of process. It serves our 
interest with regard to our war and 
fight on terrorism in other countries in 
that region, but at the same time, real-
izing that it cannot happen, we cannot 
force it to happen until the parties are 
there, and one of the parties is not 
going to be there as long as the entire 
world is encouraging them to conduct 
continued terrorist activities that, up 
until this point, would have been uni-
versally condemned but for some rea-
son is not being now. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Connecticut. 
Mr. LIEBERMAN. Madam President, 

I want to thank my friend and col-
league from Tennessee for a superb 
statement. I thank him not only for his 
support of the amendment that Sen-
ator SMITH of Oregon and I have put be-
fore the Senate today, but for the prin-
cipled and compelling logic of the addi-
tional statements that he made. 

I was just about to use a term to de-
scribe the remarks of the Senator from 
Tennessee, which I was going to say is 
normally associated with a colleague 
who sits near him, and that colleague 
walked into the Chamber. I was going 
to say his remarks were definitely 
straight talk, and I appreciate them 
very much. 

Does the Senator from Arizona wish 
to speak? 

Mr. MCCAIN. If I could. 
Mr. LIEBERMAN. Yes. I yield to the 

Senator from Arizona. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Arizona. 
Mr. MCCAIN. Madam President, I 

thank the Senator from Connecticut, 
Mr. LIEBERMAN, and the Senator from 
Oregon, Mr. SMITH. There has been dis-
cussion whether it is appropriate at 
this time, and whether this would be 
viewed by some as undercutting the po-
sition or weakening the position of the 
President and the Secretary of State in 
their efforts to obtain peace in the 
Middle East. Those concerns are legiti-
mate. The Senator from Connecticut 
and the Senator from Oregon consid-
ered seriously those concerns. 

We are not entirely totally com-
fortable moving forward with this 
amendment. We ought to return to our 
constitutional responsibilities as a co-
equal branch of government. No one de-
nies that there is a crisis in the Middle 
East today, that there is the possi-
bility of a wider conflict. There is no 
doubt that you can draw many sce-
narios in which the national security 
interests of the United States are 
threatened. If we accept those premises 
I articulated, then there does come a 
time when the Congress of the United 
States, as a coequal branch of govern-
ment, exercising particularly in the 
Senate our responsibilities of advise 
and consent, should speak out. 

I know there are very strong feelings 
about what has happened to the State 
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of Israel in the last several months. I 
hold those strong views. If you look at 
the strong views we hold compared to 
the language in this amendment, one 
would interpret that as rather mild 
language. 

As I read the amendment—and the 
Senator from Oregon and the Senator 
from Connecticut can correct me if I 
am wrong—there is no criticism of the 
Palestinians in this amendment, there 
is no criticism of the Saudis, who con-
tinue to fund the madrasahs which 
teach not only the destruction of Israel 
but the destruction of the West and ev-
erything in which we believe. There is 
no criticism of the Saudis who are still 
paying money to the families of those 
who are ‘‘martyrs.’’ There is no criti-
cism of the Saudi Ambassador who 
wrote an ode to the martyrs. There is 
no criticism of other ‘‘moderate states 
in the region’’ that have failed—ut-
terly, miserably failed—to renounce 
these suicide bombers not as martyrs 
but as an offense to Islam and an im-
pediment to any possibility of peace. 
The language of this amendment is 
measured. It is thoughtful. I know each 
word was carefully examined before it 
was put into this amendment. 

I say to our Arab friends—and there 
are many Arab friends in the region—if 
there is not a condemnation of the 
kinds of attacks that are being orches-
trated, encouraged, applauded, and in 
some cases even compensated for, we 
may see a stronger amendment from 
the Senate. I don’t believe the over-
whelming membership of this body is 
‘‘pro-israel,’’ but I do believe there is a 
deep and profound recognition that the 
State of Israel is the only democrat-
ically elected government in the re-
gion. The 22 members of the Arab 
League are all dictators. 

There is a basic and fundamental 
principle of a nation’s right to exist 
which is at play. Israel recognizes the 
right of other nations to exist in the 
region. The Israeli Government and 
people right now are fighting for the 
simple fundamental right to exist, and 
not only the right to exist but the abil-
ity to exist. 

I thank the Senator from Con-
necticut and the Senator from Oregon. 
We support the President of the United 
States and his efforts to bring about 
peace in the region. We support Colin 
Powell, our distinguished and respected 
Secretary of State. We support 
Condoleezza Rice and all other efforts 
to bring about peace and all the mem-
bers of the administration who are 
working so hard. We applaud their ef-
forts. 

We also believe we, as a body, the 
Senate, should go on record as to our 
position and our desire to see this little 
country survive and our commitment 
to seeing what we can do to ensure its 
survival. 

I thank my colleague from Con-
necticut, and I yield the floor. 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Madam President, 
I thank my friend from Arizona for his 
strong and principled statement. I 

could not agree with him more. I pick 
up for a moment on what the Senator 
from Arizona and the Senator from 
Tennessee suggested earlier: This 
amendment might affect the conduct 
of foreign policy by the President and 
this administration. 

I strongly believe adoption of this 
amendment will be supportive of the 
policy of this administration and will 
strengthen the hand of the President 
and the Secretary of State, particu-
larly as they proceed in their diplo-
macy in the Middle East, and more par-
ticularly in the Israel-Palestinian con-
flict. 

Why do I say that? Because America 
is always at its strongest when we are 
true to our principles. The President 
articulated those principles post-Sep-
tember 11 in the Bush doctrine. They 
say we will stand with those who fight 
terrorism as we are fighting terrorism 
ourselves; all the more so when it 
comes to a fellow democracy, a long-
time ally, such as the State of Israel. 

A nation gains strength by being true 
to its principles but also by being true 
to its allies and not compromising 
longstanding relationships as a result 
of the pressures of the moment, no 
matter how compelling those pres-
sures. 

We are a great nation. We are the 
mightiest nation in the history of the 
world. If any nation has the strength to 
stand by its principles, it is, thank 
God, the United States of America. 
That is what in simple, direct terms 
this amendment says. 

We made a stand after September 11 
against terrorism. The Israelis are 
fighting the same enemy as we are 
now. They are not fighting the Pal-
estinians; they are fighting terrorism. 
In that battle, no matter what the eco-
nomic or political or strategic or diplo-
matic pressures that some may at-
tempt to put upon the United States, 
we will be true to principle and we will 
be true to our alliances. That is what 
my colleagues have spoken eloquently 
on. For that, I thank my colleagues. 

When this Senate adopts this amend-
ment overwhelmingly, it will send a 
message to those who may be equivo-
cating, who may be remaining silent. 
Remember that line from Dante: The 
hottest places in hell are reserved for 
those who in time of moral crisis main-
tain their neutrality. Great powers in 
the world are doing that right now. 

We say as the representatives of the 
people of the United States in this 
amendment, for the United States, we 
are not going to remain silent. We are 
going to stand by our principles and by 
our friends. That will strengthen us in 
our relationship with our friends and 
with our enemies. 

I am pleased to note the presence in 
the Chamber of the Senator from Utah. 
I yield to him. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Utah. 

Mr. HATCH. Madam President, I 
compliment both my colleagues to 
whom I have been listening, Senator 

MCCAIN from Arizona, a leader on this 
floor and of course a friend for whom I 
have tremendous respect, and his 
Democratic counterpart, Senator LIE-
BERMAN, a dear, dear friend, someone 
with whom I have passed legislation 
where he has made a great deal of dif-
ference and who has spoken eloquently 
and reasonably and in a way that 
should advance the cause of peace in 
this world. 

I also rise to address this amend-
ment. I am joined with a large number 
of colleagues as cosponsors to do so. 

This amendment is a reiteration of 
what Congress has overwhelmingly 
stated through the years, that this 
body stands in solidarity with Israel. 

Israel is a front-line state against 
terrorism. What they do is very impor-
tant with regard to the battle against 
terrorism because it takes necessary 
steps—to provide and bring about secu-
rity to its people from these suicide 
bombers by dismantling the terrorist 
infrastructure in the Palestinian areas. 

We have all watched with growing 
alarm the explosion of suicidal vio-
lence that wracked Israel in the last 
couple of months. I am greatly relieved 
that, for the time being, those suicide 
attacks have ceased. 

But what has happened in the in-
terim to lead to this cessation of sui-
cide bombings? 

Was it a newfound political will in 
the offices of the Palestinian Authority 
that declared unambiguously that ter-
rorism would no longer be promoted or 
tolerated from the territories over 
which the PA holds power? 

Was it a statement by Chairman 
Arafat, in Arabic, denouncing suicidal 
murderers as nihilistic and counter 
productive to any cause of peace? 

Was it a deployment of Yasser Ara-
fat’s multiple security services to dis-
rupt, capture and imprison the per-
petrators of terrorism against Israeli 
citizens? 

No, we all know that the cessation of 
suicide bombings, at least for the time 
being, was not the result of political 
will on the part of the leaders of the 
Palestinian Authority. It was the re-
sult of a military deployment by the 
government Israel, a deployment by 
the Israeli Defense Forces that was 
costly, controversial, and . . . for the 
moment . . . successful. 

What nation do we believe could ex-
empt itself from the right of self-de-
fense? Isn’t such an exemption fun-
damentally against the natural state of 
nationhood? Have we ever expected any 
nation let alone a long-standing friend 
and ally to exempt itself from its right 
of self-defense? Of course not. 

Yet Israel has faced a great deal of 
criticism for its action in the last 
month. Certainly Israel is not above 
criticism—any more than it is exempt 
from the right of self-defense. But I, for 
one, cannot criticize its right to self- 
defense, its need to act in its self-de-
fense, and its responsibility to use its 
professional military to destroy the 
terrorist infrastructure that is still 
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dedicated to the military defeat of the 
only country in the Middle East that 
fully shares our western values. You’re 
never going to see criticism of that 
type coming from this Senator. 

I recognize that there are long-stand-
ing, unresolved political issues between 
Israel and the Palestinians. I recognize 
that many Palestinians now have gen-
erations of being uprooted, frustrated 
and impoverished from which to feed a 
legitimate sense of injustice. 

I also recognize, Mr. President, that 
there have been many Israelis, in their 
government, in their elites, but, more 
important, throughout their society, 
who have desired, sought and worked 
for a peaceful solution between the two 
peoples. 

I was amazed myself with the offer 
Prime Minister Barak made to Yasser 
Arafat and the Palestinians. It went 
way beyond anything most people I 
talked with thought that Israel should 
do. It should have been snapped up by 
Yasser Arafat, and certainly it should 
become at least a basis for trying to re-
solve the conflict between the Pal-
estinians and the Israelis. 

I have my doubts if Yasser Arafat 
can be a partner for peace. His duplic-
ity is well-known; he talks peace in 
English on the White House lawn and 
before some aid agencies. He speaks 
jihad in Arabic before young Pales-
tinian crowds and in the courts of Arab 
leaders. The man who, nearly 20 years 
ago, could not address the United Na-
tions, a body dedicated to the resolu-
tion of conflicts without violence, 
without the symbol of a pistol holster 
on his hip, clearly today continues to 
believe that there is a legitimate role 
for terrorism. 

The reason there have been no sui-
cide bombings in Israel in the last few 
days is not because Yasser Arafat has 
preached the renunciation of terror. It 
is because the IDF went after the ter-
rorists that Arafat’s Palestinian Au-
thority harbors. It is an old lesson that 
we dare forget at our own peril: Tol-
erate terrorism and it will grow and 
multiply, feeding every angry and 
hateful cause. Negotiate with ter-
rorism and you will legitimize it, cre-
ating incentives for more terrorism 
and the promoting the deadly illusion 
that terrorism is some form of legiti-
mate political expression. 

We all recognize that the IDF actions 
of the past month do not guarantee 
that suicide bombings will cease, and I 
say this with a sense of reality and 
deep regret. I even recognize that those 
absolutely dedicated to terrorism have 
most likely not been dissuaded from 
their nihilistic path. I also know that 
perhaps some of those living in despair 
in the Palestinian territories may have 
been made more desperate, and that 
their desperation may be used by the 
cynical manipulators behind the sui-
cide attacks. 

I long for the day when all the peo-
ples of the Middle East are freed from 
regimes that harbor hatred rather than 
promote growth, that plan for war 

rather than development, that delude 
their peoples while denying them a fu-
ture of prosperity. 

I strongly support the Administra-
tion’s efforts to help find a just polit-
ical solution to this conflict, and to 
begin talking, at this early stage but 
generations too late, about economic 
development that will give the Pal-
estinians outlets to channel their work 
toward building secure and prosperous 
futures for their families and future 
generations. I empathize with the Pal-
estinians who have unemployment 
rates well in excess of 50 percent. No 
wonder there is unrest and discord over 
there. I support, even, calls for imme-
diate reconstruction assistance to the 
Palestinian territories, to be chan-
neled, I would hasten to add, by legiti-
mate non-governmental organizations, 
and not by the Palestinian Authority. 

I encourage the Administration’s ef-
forts to bring the so-called moderate 
Arab nations into this effort. Those na-
tions will not only have to dedicate 
their diplomatic efforts toward encour-
aging the leaders of the Palestinian 
Authority to accepting a political solu-
tion. Those countries will not only 
have to dedicate substantial funds for 
promoting economic development that 
channels the energies of the Palestin-
ians into productive and peaceful en-
deavors. But if those countries are to 
succeed in their diplomacy and with 
their assistance, they will have to stop 
encouraging anti-Semitic and anti- 
American hatred in their own societies. 
I certainly wish the Administration 
the best of luck in this very difficult 
endeavor. 

We will need to see a political solu-
tion before we seen economic develop-
ment, Mr. President. But to have a po-
litical solution, there must be political 
will, on both sides, to reach an settle-
ment. A political solution cannot be 
begun under a wave of terrorist at-
tacks. I don’t see how anybody can 
criticize Israel under the cir-
cumstances. Terrorism requires a mili-
tary response. We are finding that is so 
true. 

While I have always believed this 
country should support Israel in its ef-
fort to seek peace, I strongly believe 
that we must remain equally dedicated 
to Israel’s right to self-defense. For 
this reason, I am proud to cosponsor 
this amendment, and I urge the unani-
mous support of my colleagues with a 
vote for it. 

Madam President, I have been talk-
ing about Israel and terrorism and 
what we have to do about it. But now 
I want to shift for a minute and talk 
about the extreme dissatisfaction reg-
istered by Senator GRASSLEY, the rank-
ing Republican member of the Finance 
Committee, Senator PHIL GRAMM, and 
others on our side of the aisle in regard 
to the trade promotion authority and 
trade adjustment assistance—the An-
dean Trade Preferences Act and trade 
promotion authority. 

Trade creates jobs both at home and 
abroad. 

Trade can also help promote political 
stability in many regions of the world. 

It is in our national interest to foster 
free trade. 

Let us look at the facts. 
Ninety-six percent of the world’s con-

sumers live outside our borders. 
Based on that fact alone, the United 

States would be foolish not to pursue a 
vigorous trade agenda. But let me go 
on. 

Exports accounted for about 30 per-
cent of U.S. economic growth over the 
last decade, representing one of the 
fastest growing sectors in our econ-
omy. 

Almost 97 percent of exporters are 
small or medium-sized companies and, 
as my colleagues are aware, small busi-
nessmen are the engines of job growth. 

In fact, almost 10 percent of all U.S. 
jobs—an estimated 12 million work-
ers—now depend on America’s ability 
to export to the rest of the world. Ex-
port-related jobs typically pay 13 per-
cent to 18 percent more than the aver-
age U.S. wage. 

And there are many reasons to be-
lieve that the best is yet to come in 
this dynamic sector. 

Economists predict that there could 
be a 33 percent reduction in worldwide 
tariffs on agricultural and industrial 
products in the next WTO trade round. 
This action alone could inject an addi-
tional $177.3 billion into the American 
economy in the next 10 years. That is a 
lot of money. 

I strongly support Congressional pas-
sage of Trade Promotion Authority 
legislation this year. I was the one who 
made the motion and got it passed out 
of the Senate Finance Committee upon 
which I sit. 

TPA will provide a measure of cer-
tainty to our trading partners that any 
agreement reached with USTR will re-
ceive timely Congressional consider-
ation and will not die a slow death by 
amendment. 

Look, the Finance Committee passed 
the trade promotion authority legisla-
tion by a wide, bipartisan 18 to 3 vote 
back in December. 

I agree with Senator GRAMM that if 
we had an up/down vote of this bi-par-
tisan bill permitted by the Majority 
Leader, it would probably pass with 
over 70 votes. 

I believe it would pass by an over 
whelming majority of 70 or more votes. 

The majority leader knows this. We 
all know this. 

Instead, the bill that was laid down 
last night was a thumb in the eye of bi- 
partisanship. 

It is bad for America. 
It should not and will not be adopted 

by the Senate this week, next week, 
this month, next month, this year, or 
next year. 

Members of the Finance Committee 
know that all last year, I took the po-
sition that Congress must pass both 
trade promotion authority legislation 
and trade adjustment assistance legis-
lation. 

If both bills do not pass, neither will 
pass. That is the truth of the matter. 
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That is the political reality. 
It is also true that there is little we 

can do in Congress to help the pros-
perity of American families—and help 
the prosperity of nations around the 
world—other than TPA. 

We need trade promotion authority 
to open up new markets for American 
goods. 

We also need trade adjustment assist-
ance to provide retraining and other 
benefits to workers who lose their jobs 
due to the effects of international 
trade. 

Let me acknowledge that there are 
some in my caucus who are leery of 
TAA because they are justifiably con-
cerned about expanding yet another 
federal entitlement program. 

In my state of Utah, we have felt the 
effects of the dumping of imported 
steel by the closing of the Geneva Steel 
production facilities, and the loss of al-
most 2,000 jobs. 

I commend the action the President 
took on steel. 

I support TAA to help displaced 
workers, but it must have reasonable 
limits. 

The TAA bill that was before the Fi-
nance Committee last fall was already 
too big. 

I was going to say, the TAA bill that 
was reported by the Finance Com-
mittee, but I am not sure that is an ac-
curate statement. 

Anyone present that day will tell you 
that the vote on the bill appeared to 
take place in violation of Senate 
rules—specifically, the rule against 
conducting Committee meetings for 
more than two hours after the full Sen-
ate was in session was invoked. 

The gavel went down after time had 
expired. 

Let us face it. Unlike the bipartisan 
trade promotion authority legislation, 
this TAA bill has had a strange par-
tisan bent to it from start to finish. 

Last night a bad TAA bill got worse. 
While I remain hopeful that we can 

do what we should do, and pass both 
TPA and TAA. 

I want my colleagues on the other 
side of the aisle to know that there is 
little sentiment on our side for passing 
TPA at any cost. 

That is what Senator GRASSLEY and 
Senator GRAMM said earlier today, and 
I agree with them. 

Let us get this process back on track. 
I think if we can do that we will find 

that a strong consensus can develop on 
trade issues—both on TPA and TAA. 

I am mindful that there will be those 
on both sides of the aisle that will re-
main inalterably opposed to either 
trade promotion authority or trade ad-
justment assistance. 

For the good of the American people, 
we cannot afford to let that occur. 

I have a lot of faith in Senator 
GRASSLEY. He is a good man. He is a 
hard worker. I have trust in the fact 
that Senator BAUCUS wants to do the 
right thing. He is a good man. He 
works hard on the Finance Committee. 
I hope they get the chance to help 
bring us together. 

My fear is that the bill that was laid 
down last night may put the Senate on 
a glide path to disaster. 

Just as there appeared to be a nar-
rowing of the issues of the health care 
aspects of the TAA bill, a host of new 
issues were suddenly put on the table 
for the first time. 

As I read it, the Majority Leader’s 
bill includes measures that were not 
included in any of the bills that were 
reported by the Finance Committee. 

It is my understanding that never in 
any of the negotiating meetings has 
the issue of wage insurance been 
raised—but it then suddenly appears in 
the majority leader’s bill. 

I do not want to see these important 
talks over this legislation stall, but my 
colleagues on the other side must be 
willing to come to the table with rea-
sonable proposals. 

I believe that there is a way that my 
Republicans and Democratic Col-
leagues can come together and pass 
both TPA and TAA. 

Frankly the measures that we are 
discussing today were all reported by 
the Committee separately as free- 
standing bills. 

Let me be clear. I would like to see 
the Senate take up and pass the Ande-
an Trade Preference Act, Trade Pro-
motion Authority, and Trade Adjust-
ment Assistance this year. 

Perhaps we would be better off by 
taking them up one at a time. 

As I recall, we didn’t approve an om-
nibus trade bill in the Finance Com-
mittee. 

It appears to many that the bill laid 
down last night was hastily-crafted 
with apparently a partisan purpose in 
mind. 

Just let me give you one example. I 
ask my colleagues to turn to page 23 of 
the bill distributed last night. This sec-
tion is entitled ‘‘Action by the Sec-
retary’’ and deals with appeals of the 
TAA certification process. 

Now turn to page 41 of the bill. You 
will see this entire section repeated 
verbatim. 

One of the reasons for careful consid-
eration of legislation by the Commit-
tees of jurisdiction is to avoid these 
types of embarrassing drafting errors 
that occur when complex laws are re-
written in the dead of night outside the 
regular order. 

As the ranking Republican member 
on the International Trade Sub-
committee and as a member of the In-
telligence Committee, I can tell the 
Senate that international trade has 
long been one of the most important 
foreign policy tools of the United 
States. 

The Bush administration—led by 
Commerce Secretary Don Evans and 
our United States Trade Representa-
tive Bob Zoellick—has helped launch a 
new round of international trade talks. 
We all have an interest in making the 
next World Trade Organization min-
isterial succeed. 

In order to make the next ministerial 
a success, it is important that the 

United States signal to the world that 
we will continue to make trade a very 
high priority. We can do this best by 
passing TPA. 

I will say again that I recognize, in 
all likelihood, the Senate will need to 
act on Trade Adjustment Assistance 
legislation if there is a chance of pass-
ing the TPA bill. 

So be it. 
I am for both TPA and TAA. 
But let me be clear, I am not for a 

loaded up TAA bill with unrealistic 
health care provisions. 

On a related issue, I am deeply dis-
appointed by the health care provisions 
of the Daschle substitute. 

As someone who has worked very 
much in a bipartisan way during my 26 
years in the Senate on all health care 
issues, this has become a partisan 
issue. It shouldn’t be. 

I am a strong advocate of getting 
Trade Promotion Authority for the 
President—but Senator DASCHLE’s 
amendment includes health care provi-
sions that are just unacceptable to me 
and other members of the Senate Fi-
nance Committee. 

Let me take a minute to highlight 
some of the more egregious health pro-
visions in the Daschle substitute. 

The Daschle amendment has a 73 per-
cent advanceable, refundable tax credit 
that may be used for COBRA coverage 
or other pooled insurance coverage. 

S. 1209, the Trade Adjustment Assist-
ance Act that was rammed through the 
Finance Committee required the Treas-
ury Secretary to create a program that 
would pay 75 percent of the COBRA 
subsidies. These subsidies could only be 
used for COBRA benefits. 

What Senator DASCHLE is promoting 
is only a slight improvement over what 
was included in S. 1209—hardly a com-
promise, in my opinion. Subsidizing 
health insurance by 73 percent is just 
too high. 

It is my understanding that the dis-
cussion between Senators GRASSLEY 
and BAUCUS were much more construc-
tive on this issue and now the majority 
leader’s substitute goes in the direc-
tion away from a reasonable com-
promise. 

The Daschle substitute also allocates 
$200 million for National Emergency 
Grants to States in order to provide as-
sistance and support services to eligi-
ble workers. This grant money could be 
used to pay for health care coverage; 
however, States may also use this 
money to provide benefits through the 
Medicaid program or my CHIP program 
we passed a few years ago. 

Both the Medicaid and Child Health 
Insurance programs are programs for 
the low-income; however, the way I un-
derstand the Daschle substitute, any-
one would be eligible to participate in 
these programs no matter how 
wealthy. 

While this is an improvement over 
the TAA legislation approved by the 
Finance Committee, which essentially 
gave States the option to offer Med-
icaid coverage to uninsured workers, it 
is still unacceptable. 
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In fact, during the Finance Commit-

tee’s consideration of S. 1209, I ex-
pressed my strong opposition to the 
Medicaid expansions included in S. 
1209. 

Those of us who are familiar with the 
history of the Medicaid program know 
that State options usually end up be-
coming permanent fixtures of the 
Medicare program. 

While the Daschle substitute doesn’t 
include the blatant Medicaid expan-
sions of S. 1209, I believe it is a back-
door way of expanding both the Med-
icaid and CHIP programs. 

And if I had to make a prediction, 
chances are that these ‘‘temporary’’ 
provisions—I will put ‘‘temporary’’ in 
quotes—will end up becoming perma-
nent. It is as if we are not even listen-
ing to our State Governors. 

They keep telling us that the States’ 
budgets are in financial disarray. My 
State can’t even afford to cover chil-
dren eligible for the CHIP program— 
3,000 more children than the 27,000 who 
are currently covered. 

I believe that the Daschle provisions 
on Medicaid and CHIP could have very 
serious financial impacts on both the 
State and Federal budgets, especially 
when both are experiencing budget 
shortfalls. 

What is most troubling to me is that 
the Daschle substitute provides the un-
insured far more generous health bene-
fits than those who have existing 
health coverage. 

I don’t understand why any Member 
of the U.S. Congress would want to pro-
mote a provision that actually acts to 
encourage individuals to remain unem-
ployed because they can get better 
health coverage. 

By offering such generous health ben-
efits, this bill encourages people to re-
main unemployed. 

Is this the American way? 
Is this the way to fulfill the Amer-

ican dream? 
Is this what we in the Congress 

want—more uninsured Americans? 
I hope not. In my opinion, this bill 

contains an unintended incentive that 
promotes joblessness. 

And even more disturbing, the draft-
ing of this partisan bill may send a 
very clear message—take it or leave it. 

Is there room for bipartisan discus-
sions here? 

Can we work together? 
These are the areas we ought to work 

together on to bring a consensus about. 
Can we work out our differences? 
Can we find a fair compromise? 
I sure hope so. But, I have my doubts 

about it because of the way that this 
debate has started. And that is just not 
acceptable for the American people. 

Senator GRASSLEY does have the 
right idea—there are health care provi-
sions that can be included in TAA in 
order to get trade promotion authority 
approved by the Senate. 

I, for one, would be willing to support 
tax credits for the purchase of COBRA, 
pooled insurance, or individual insur-
ance, so long as the individual has a 

choice of coverage, not a take-it-or- 
leave it requirement set right here in 
Washington. 

In addition, I believe it makes sense 
to provide funds to States in order to 
create and operate insurance pooling 
arrangements. 

I also support providing funds for Na-
tional Emergency Grants so States can 
subsidize health insurance for TAA eli-
gibles. 

In my view, we are not that far apart 
that we cannot come together. 

I think we can if we just have some 
good-faith effort here on the floor and 
behind the scenes. 

I only hope that we do not let this 
opportunity to pass both trade pro-
motion authority and provide reason-
able health insurance subsidies to un-
insured Americans slip away. 

I am committed to working with my 
Senate colleagues, for as long as it 
takes, to get this job done. So, I urge 
my colleagues: let’s quit the partisan 
bickering, let’s roll up our sleeves, and 
let’s get the job done. 

In closing, I urge passage of both the 
trade promotion authority legislation 
and the trade adjustment assistance 
bill. But let’s make sure these bills are 
bills we can live with, bills that are bi-
partisan in nature, bills where we have 
worked out the kinks and the difficul-
ties, bills that are not a partisan ben-
efit to one side or the other, bills that 
will do the best for our individual citi-
zens in this country who need this help. 

I hope we can get this job done before 
Memorial Day. 

I yield the floor and suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. CAR-
PER). The clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I note 
the presence of the two main sponsors 
of the amendment in the Chamber. We 
have had a number of speakers. I won-
der if it would be Senator LIEBERMAN’s 
intention to have a vote on this amend-
ment fairly soon. 

I ask unanimous consent to yield to 
Senator LIEBERMAN for purposes of a 
colloquy. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. I thank the Chair. 
Mr. President, responding to my good 

friend from Arizona, it certainly is our 
intention to have a vote on this amend-
ment this afternoon. I think it is im-
portant to do so. And it is my under-
standing that that is also the intention 
of the leadership of the Senate. I gath-
er some conversations may be going on 
with the senior Senator from West Vir-
ginia, who was in the Chamber earlier, 
before going to a hearing, who said he 
had a statement to make of limited du-
ration. I believe there is an attempt to 
have him come to the floor as soon as 

possible. I do not know of any other 
Senators at this time who wish to 
speak on this amendment. 

I thank my friend. 
Mr. MCCAIN. I thank my friend. 
Mr. President, I had hoped we could 

encourage any Senators who want to 
speak to come to the floor, but I am 
not sure there is any really compelling 
reason to continue to hold up the busi-
ness of the Senate, particularly since 
we have other pending issues to ad-
dress. So I hope we can do that fairly 
soon. Maybe around 4, in the next 15 or 
20 minutes, if possible. 

Mr. President, I want to talk, just for 
a minute, about this imbroglio in 
which we find ourselves over the Trade 
Preference Act, the Andean Trade Pro-
motion and Drug Eradication Act, the 
trade promotion authority and trade 
adjustment assistance, and the Gener-
alized System of Preferences. I do not 
intend to take a lot of time, except to 
note that this is a very serious issue. It 
is unfortunate that we seem to be di-
verging rather than converging in our 
efforts to reach some kind of agree-
ment. 

I would like to say a few words about 
the Andean Trade Promotion and Drug 
Eradication Act. All of these issues we 
are trying to address are very impor-
tant. But I point out, there is an ex-
treme time sensitivity associated with 
what I will refer to from now on as 
ATPA, the Andean Trade Preference 
Act. 

I remind my colleagues that as of the 
16th of this month—in 2 weeks—if we 
do not act, then this legislation will 
expire, customs that are retroactive 
will be levied on goods that have been 
brought into the country. And I want 
to emphasize the serious impact this 
would have on these four struggling de-
mocracies in our hemisphere: Bolivia, 
Colombia, Ecuador, and Peru. 

I remind my colleagues that this 
ATPA grew out of a commitment that 
the former President Bush made at the 
February 1990 Cartegena Drug Summit 
to provide economic benefits to these 
four Andean countries. The reason for 
it was, it was an effort to reduce illegal 
drug production and trafficking in 
these countries by promoting legiti-
mate economic activity in these coun-
tries. Well, that was in 1990. The legis-
lation was passed in 1991. 

We have now had 11 years of ATPA. 
What happened in these four countries? 
First, the good news is that Bolivia’s 
coca production has been reduced to 
practically zero. The bad news is that 
Colombia is in a very serious situation. 
As we know, the FARC leaders—who 
have just been indicted by the United 
States of America and controlled a 
large tract of the country—have con-
tinued to engage in narcotrafficking, 
and the overall supply of cocaine into 
the United States has not been re-
duced. That is actually in spite of the 
valiant efforts of the Government and 
the people of Colombia, with the assist-
ance and help of the United States of 
America, and other countries, to try to 
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bring about a peaceful resolution to 
this very serious insurgency situation 
in Colombia. 

Have no doubt, the funding for the 
FARC, to a large degree, has been made 
possible because of the trafficking in 
drugs. Peru has gone through a very 
difficult time, as we know. The former 
President was overthrown. There was a 
scandal the likes of which only bad 
novels are made from, where the 
former chief of intelligence was 
videotaped while providing bribes to 
Members of their Congress and judges. 
And a former President is now residing 
in Japan. There is a new President of 
Peru, whom I had the opportunity to 
meet. I think he is doing his very best. 

Let me say, finally, that in Ecuador 
they have been dramatically affected 
by the whole situation in Colombia. In 
summary, because I see the majority 
leader on the floor, I will just say that 
the situation, as far as ATPA is con-
cerned, is serious. We should consider 
carving that out from the other trade 
provisions and perhaps moving that 
piece of legislation on its own. It is 
time sensitive and critical. We made a 
commitment a long time ago to these 
countries. I see no reason to renege on 
that commitment now to four strug-
gling nations in our own hemisphere. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. President, I 

rise in support of amendment No. 3389 
offered by Senator LIEBERMAN and Sen-
ator GORDON SMITH. This amendment is 
an important expression of our Na-
tion’s solidarity with the Israeli people 
during these attacks against their peo-
ple. Civilized peoples must come to-
gether to fight and defeat terrorism 
wherever it occurs. 

There can be no negotiations with 
terrorists. On September 11, the Amer-
ican people experienced the depravity 
of international terrorism. The Israeli 
people have been subjected to a barrage 
of terrorist attacks that have been spe-
cifically targeted at civilians. It is in-
cumbent on the United States to send 
the message throughout the world that 
these acts will not tolerated. 

It has been made evident that the 
Palestinian leadership uses suicide 
bombings as a means to accomplish po-
litical goals. This is simply unaccept-
able, and must not be tolerated. We 
must continue to ensure that Israel has 
all the necessary resources in order to 
defend itself. We must make it clear to 
all nations in the region that there will 
be consequences for support of ter-
rorism. But most of all, we must send 
a message to the world that the United 
States stands in unity with Israel. 

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I am 
proud to cosponsor today’s amendment 
expressing solidarity with Israel. Like 
many Americans, I have a very per-
sonal connection to the Israeli people 
and to the State of Israel. And it is 
with a heavy heart that I join my col-
leagues today in mourning the inno-
cent lives lost in the recent terrorist 
violence in Israel. 

The U.S.-Israeli relationship is one of 
the strongest and most important of 

all of our bilateral relationships. With-
in that context, it is my sincere hope 
that this amendment will send a clear 
signal by expressing the overwhelming 
sense of the Senate that America is 
now and always will be firmly com-
mitted to a future in which the state of 
Israel can live in security and peace 
with all of its neighbors. It is my 
greatest hope that our ongoing com-
mitment to these principles, and 
through them to peace in the region, 
will demonstrate our country’s respect 
for the dignity and future of the Israeli 
people, while establishing the basis for 
a political settlement to the conflict. 

I also want to state clearly, and for 
the record, that I supported President 
Bush’s decision last month to send Sec-
retary Powell to the Middle East to 
help bring the current crisis to a close 
and to bring Israelis and Palestinians 
back to the negotiating table. Intense 
U.S. engagement remains an essential 
ingredient in the resolution of the cri-
sis, although nothing will be accom-
plished without the added leadership 
and foresight of the Israeli and Pales-
tinian people. I also believe that the 
President was right to call on both the 
Palestinians and the Arab states in the 
region to take responsibility for ending 
terror and the culture of hatred that 
threatens peace in the region. And he 
has also been justified in calling on 
Israel to take a number of concrete and 
compassionate steps to ease the pres-
sure on Palestinian civilians. In the 
end, only through continued efforts at 
the highest level will the United States 
be in a position to assist our strongest 
ally in the region and give the Israeli 
people an opportunity to seize a secure 
future. 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I am 
proud to be a cosponsor of the amend-
ment submitted by Senators LIEBER-
MAN and SMITH demonstrating our con-
tinued solidarity with our ally, Israel, 
in its efforts to defend itself against 
terrorism. Suicide bombings and the 
taking of lives of innocent civilians are 
terrorist acts by anyone’s definition. 
No moral or political justification ex-
ists for the bombing of civilians on 
buses or in restaurants or at religious 
celebrations. This resolution makes it 
clear that we oppose these acts of ter-
rorism and that we recognize and sup-
port Israel’s right to defend itself 
against them. 

Now that Yasser Arafat is no longer 
confined to his headquarters in 
Ramallah, it is imperative that he 
make every effort possible to stem the 
tide of Palestinian terrorism and to 
break up whatever elements remain of 
the terrorist networks. And it is equal-
ly important that those Arab states 
who say they want to work with us in 
the war on terrorism do all that they 
can to help bring about an end to all 
forms of terrorism. They must make it 
clear that like us, they too oppose sui-
cide bombings and that they expect the 
leadership of the Palestinian authority 
to live up to its responsibility to bring 
them to a halt. 

Israel exercised its legitimate right 
to self-defense when it used force to 
root out and break up the terrorist net-
works threatening its own civilians. 
But force alone cannot ensure the secu-
rity of the Israel and its people over 
the long term. I am convinced that the 
only way to truly enhance Israel’s se-
curity is to replace the dynamic of vio-
lence with hope and political settle-
ment. 

This amendment acknowledges that 
reality. It calls upon all parties in the 
region to pursue vigorously efforts to 
establish a just and lasting comprehen-
sive peace. When I was in the region in 
January, I met with all the key play-
ers. At that time I came away con-
vinced that we must find a way to get 
back to a peace process. That need is 
even more urgent now. 

Ultimately the Israelis and Palestin-
ians are going to have to live with each 
other as neighbors, not enemies. Pas-
sions are so high at this point that it is 
difficult if not impossible for either 
side to imagine that future. It is our 
responsibility, as the one country with 
the greatest influence over both sides, 
to help them see beyond the current 
impasse and to move them toward the 
prospect of reopening political discus-
sions particularly now that some sem-
blance of calm has been established. 
Now that the Administration has fi-
nally gotten engaged it must stay en-
gaged. Our role as broker is vital and 
we must be willing to undertake it if 
we are serious about Israel’s long-term 
security, peace in the Middle East and 
combating terrorism. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, as we 
debate this amendment expressing our 
Nation’s support for Israel, we must 
recognize the unique relationship that 
exists between our two nations. 

Israel has been the starting point of 
United States foreign policy in the 
Middle East since 1948, when the 
United States under President Harry S 
Truman became the first country to 
formally recognize the state of Israel. 

Good relations with Israel are of 
vital importance to the United States’ 
interests in the Middle East. It is the 
only democracy in the region and a re-
liable ally of America. 

This bond is even deeper. Israel is a 
nation that we mirror—in our culture 
and in our historical values. It is essen-
tial that we continue to work with 
Israel on advancement of these com-
monalities. 

Our relationship with Israel is remi-
niscent of the American role in the 
French Revolution, which at the time 
many considered a foolish position. Al-
though America was a new and small 
nation on the other side of the Atlan-
tic, we empathized with the French as-
pirations for liberty and equality. To 
understand our motivation, we should 
look at the words of Thomas Jefferson. 
‘‘We hold these truths to be self-evi-
dent, that all men are created equal, 
that they are endowed by their creator 
with certain unalienable rights’’ he 
wrote, enshrining in the Declaration of 
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Independence the concept of all men 
being created equal. To Jefferson and 
all the signers of the Constitution, the 
quest for equality at that time was to 
be pursued not just within America, 
but throughout the world. 

America’s role in the French Revolu-
tion was an extension of the liberty 
and freedom that we stood for, exer-
cised through our foreign policy. 
Today, this same concept applies to 
our foreign policy and contributes to 
our special relationship with Israel. 

As an ally and friend of the state of 
Israel, America provides the Jewish 
state $3 billion a year in military and 
economic support—the largest amount 
of direct aid provided to any nation by 
the United States. Israel is also the 
beneficiary of a preferential trade rela-
tionship with the United States. 

The ability of the people of Israel and 
the region to lead normal lives has 
been shattered by acts of violence and 
terrorism. It is impossible to observe 
the tragic situation that has been drag-
ging on over the past 18 months with-
out recognizing that no one—Israelis, 
Palestinians, or any of their neigh-
bors—is interested in continuing to 
live their lives this way. 

There is no doubt after September 11 
that our Nation has a new under-
standing of the plight of our friends in 
Israel. There can be no question that 
the Middle East harbors a significant 
percentage of the world’s terrorists, in-
cluding many individuals who share 
the philosophy of those who attacked 
America. 

This is why we must support this 
amendment and stand in solidarity 
with our brothers and sisters in Israel. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I will 
vote for this amendment because I 
agree with its general purpose—to reaf-
firm unequivocally U.S. support for 
Israel’s right to defend itself against 
acts of terrorism or other forms of ag-
gression. Israel is a friend and ally, and 
it has faced threats to its survival for 
over half a century. Since its birth in 
1947, we have provided Israel over $50 
billion in aid. There is no doubt about 
our support. 

While I will vote for this amendment 
I am uneasy that we are considering 
this matter at just the time when we 
are finally seeing real progress in 
defusing the recent crisis. While some 
wish it reflected a more balanced ap-
proach, this is the only amendment to 
be considered. 

The amendment expresses support for 
Israel ‘‘as it takes necessary steps to 
provide security for its people.’’ I fully 
support that. But as so many have said, 
some of the steps taken by Israel in the 
past weeks and months have been both 
unnecessary and counterproductive. I 
fear that, in the long run, these steps 
may have weakened the security of the 
Israeli people because of the bitterness 
and the desire for vengeance that they 
caused among Palestinian civilians— 
many of whom had previously shunned 
violence. And there appears to be far 
more support for Yasser Arafat today 

among average Palestinians than there 
was just a few months ago. 

The amendment demands that the 
Palestinian Authority ‘‘dismantle the 
terrorist infrastructure.’’ I fully agree 
that this needs to happen. I also know, 
as Secretary of State Powell has said, 
that Yasser Arafat, whose security ap-
paratus has been largely destroyed by 
the Israelis, cannot do everything him-
self even if he wanted to, but he can 
and must do more. I also know there 
are people in the West Bank and Gaza 
who will do anything to sabotage 
progress toward peace. 

The amendment singles out Egypt 
and Saudi Arabia to ‘‘act in concert 
with the United States to stop the vio-
lence.’’ They should do that, and con-
demn more forcefully the suicide 
bombings. These governments have 
many problems, and certainly the 
Saudi Government, with all its wealth, 
has not always played the constructive 
role it could. But it is important to 
recognize the positive things they have 
done, which this resolution fails to do. 
The Saudi Government has put forward 
the only viable peace proposal in the 
past 18 months. Not even the U.S. ad-
ministration has done that. Egypt, ac-
cording to Secretary Powell, has been 
supportive of U.S. policies in the re-
gion. 

Mr. President, this amendment, 
which addresses a number of issues, is 
silent on others that need to be ad-
dressed. Given the vastly conflicting 
reports of what happened at Jenin, an 
impartial investigation should be done. 
The use of U.S. weapons also needs to 
be looked at, particularly since the 
State Department reports of ‘‘numer-
ous serious human rights abuses per-
petrated by Israeli security forces dur-
ing the year.’’ 

And most important, there needs to 
be a recognition of the role of the 
Israeli settlements in the recent explo-
sion of violence. For this amendment 
to not even mention the role that the 
settlements play strikes me as a seri-
ous omission because until that issue is 
resolved, I am afraid the bloodshed will 
continue. 

It has been widely recognized for 
years that the United States is the 
only country that can play the role of 
intermediary in the Middle East. The 
situation has become so polarized, and 
steeped in hatred, that our task is now 
infinitely harder. 

It is time for a more forceful strategy 
for peace because it is clear that nor-
mal diplomatic efforts have failed. 
Both sides say they want to live in 
peace, but whatever they have gained 
or suffered in the past few weeks has, I 
believe, only made peace more elusive. 

A two-state solution is the only solu-
tion, and that means a Palestinian 
State that is viable, that is worth liv-
ing for, not a state in name only. 

And for Israelis, it means being able 
to live free of terror and fear. Suicide 
bombings or other deliberate attacks 
against civilians are acts of terrorism 
that can never, ever be justified. These 

bombings should be condemned by ev-
eryone, including countries in the Mid-
dle East that have either expressly 
condoned them or tacitly approved 
them by their silence. 

The strategy of the Palestinian lead-
ership has been a disaster for Israelis, 
for Palestinians, for the entire region. 
Mr. Arafat has repeatedly deceived his 
own people. Palestinians are an indus-
trious, compassionate, proud people. 
They deserve far better. Mr. Arafat has 
survived this latest storm, but he needs 
to act immediately to prove that he 
wants peace and can be trusted. 

As long as either side deprives the 
other of the freedom, the dignity, and 
the security to which all people are en-
titled, the bloodshed will continue. The 
President was right when he said there 
has been a lack of leadership on both 
sides. That is why, more than ever, 
stronger U.S. leadership is needed— 
leadership that receives the support of 
both sides. 

I hope this amendment encourages 
that leadership. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I am proud 
to rise today and join my colleagues in 
expressing solidarity with Israel. 

The Senate includes members of dif-
ferent faiths, ethnic backgrounds, and 
political ideologies. But despite our 
differences, we have shown our ability 
to come together at important mo-
ments and unite around common prin-
ciples. 

We rallied together, Democrats and 
Republicans, to support the war on ter-
rorism after our country was attacked. 

And we have worked together in a bi-
partisan manner not only to meet 
America’s national security and home-
land security needs, but also on issues 
such as education reform. 

I am pleased that so many of my col-
leagues—Democrats and Republicans— 
are joining me to express solidarity 
with Israel. 

We stand with Israel because Israel 
has been a friend and partner of the 
United States. 

We stand with Israel because Israel is 
a democracy and shares our values. 

We stand with Israel because we have 
an obligation to secure the continu-
ance of a Jewish state. We have seen— 
and must not forget—the horrors of the 
Holocaust when too many people, lead-
ers and governments failed to inter-
vene. 

‘‘Never Again’’ will the world fail to 
see, or hear, or speak, or act when the 
Jewish people are being persecuted and 
murdered. 

It is important for the people of 
Israel to know that we continue to 
stand with them, and it is important 
for Israel’s enemies to know that 
America will not abandon her. Further-
more, our continued support of Israel 
sends a powerful and unequivocal mes-
sage to terrorists everywhere that the 
United States will not retreat in our 
war against terror. 

This is a critical moment for Israel 
and for the prospects of peace in the 
Middle East. 
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For far too long, that region has been 

plagued by war and bloodshed. 
Israelis have suffered violent attacks 

against them since the state of Israel 
was born more than 50 years ago. Israel 
is a small country, and really a small 
community where it seems everyone 
knows each other, so when tragedy 
strikes, the loss is felt intensely by all. 

Israelis have somehow learned to en-
dure attack after attack, and almost to 
view terrorism as a normal part of life. 
Certainly, deadly attacks have oc-
curred frequently, but for them to be 
seen as normal is itself a tragedy. 

We stand with Israel because we too 
mourn the loss of innocent lives. 

In the past 18 months, the violence 
has escalated to an unprecedented and 
completely unacceptable level. 

During the Jewish festival of Pass-
over, 28 Israelis who gathered for a 
Seder were butchered; 28 innocent vic-
tims including children, mothers, fa-
thers, grandparents. 

This past week, on the Jewish Sab-
bath, more innocent Israeli civilians— 
including a 5-year-old girl inside her 
home, and a husband and wife lying in 
bed—were killed in cold blood by Pales-
tinian terrorists. 

We recall other incidents like the 
joyous Bat Mitzvah celebration that 
suddenly became a killing field, and we 
think of Israelis participating in typ-
ical activities like stopping for a nosh 
at the pizzeria, riding a bus to school 
or work, enjoying a night at the 
disco—not realizing that they would 
instead be killed. But these are the 
conditions Israelis face. 

While we admire Israel’s bravery and 
perseverance in the face of constant 
threats, we must not accept a world in 
which terrorism is so commonplace. 

Americans do not want to be victims 
of terror again, nor can we expect 
Israel to stand idle while her citizens 
are being slaughtered. Once we identi-
fied those responsible for the attacks 
on the World Trade Center and the 
Pentagon, we sent our troops to Af-
ghanistan to bring the terrorists to 
justice and end their ability to strike 
again. We vowed to stamp out evil and 
to continue our fight as long as nec-
essary. 

How then can we—or anyone—reason-
ably ask Israel to allow the terrorists 
responsible for murdering innocent 
Israelis to remain free and continue to 
plan more attacks? We cannot. 

So we reaffirm our commitment to 
Israel’s security and right to self-de-
fense. 

We stand with Israel because Israel’s 
enemy—terrorism—is also our enemy, 
and the U.S. has no better ally than 
Israel in our war on terrorism. 

We stand with the people of Israel 
who want a safe, peaceful and pros-
perous future not only for themselves 
but also for their neighbors. 

We all pray and hope for peace so 
that all the people in the region can 
live free from danger and without fear. 

I have in the past called on the ad-
ministration to be more actively en-

gaged in brokering peace between the 
Israelis and Palestinians. 

I believe the President neglected the 
region and the issue for too long, and 
as a consequence hostilities increased 
and more innocent lives were lost. 

But now the administration has be-
come more engaged, recognizing that 
the United States has important rea-
sons for promoting peace and fighting 
terrorism there as elsewhere around 
the globe. 

And we have a unique position of 
leadership that also comes with a re-
sponsibility to be actively involved in 
efforts to bring about lasting peace. 

So the United States should do all it 
can to support peace, and reach out to 
Israelis, Palestinians, neighboring 
Arab states, and all other interested 
parties willing to work towards a solu-
tion. 

But in doing so, we must be clear in 
expressing our solidarity with the peo-
ple of Israel. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader is recognized. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I 
thank the Senator from Arizona for 
being accommodating to me and other 
Senators. 

I strongly support the Lieberman 
amendment reaffirming this Nation’s 
solidarity with Israel. It is a timely 
resolution, and I am proud to be a co-
sponsor. 

I have said many times that the ter-
rorist attacks on our country on Sep-
tember 11 brought us closer to Israel. 
Every American now better under-
stands the terrifying reality that 
Israelis have lived with day in and day 
out since Israel was founded 54 years 
ago. 

Today we send a message to the peo-
ple of Israel: We stand with you in this 
time of great challenge. 

Each of us recalls the hundreds of 
letters and resolutions that poured 
into our offices from foreign capitals 
around the world in the aftermath of 
September 11. Their message was clear: 
The world will not allow terrorism to 
triumph. We are right to send that 
same message to our friends in Israel 
today. 

This amendment rightly calls on 
Chairman Arafat to fulfill his commit-
ment to dismantle the terrorist infra-
structure in the territories. Without a 
clear and demonstrable commitment to 
battle terrorists, the world will remain 
skeptical of his intentions and his 
goals. 

As Arafat acts, so must the rest of 
us. We all have a role to play, and this 
amendment calls on ‘‘all parties in the 
region to pursue vigorously efforts to 
establish a just, lasting, and com-
prehensive peace.’’ 

This land is home to three of the 
world’s greatest faiths. And what hap-
pens there affects our common future. 

That means we all have responsibil-
ities. 

The Arab States, particularly our 
key allies, Egypt and Saudi Arabia, 
must provide the same kind of leader-

ship in the battle against Palestinian 
terrorism that they have demonstrated 
in our common efforts against extre-
mism in Afghanistan. 

Israel, too, must act. At Oslo, at 
Wye, and again at Camp David, Israel 
has taken risks for peace. It must be— 
and I believe it is—ready to do so 
again. 

We must all recognize Israel’s right 
to defend itself against attack. That is 
a basic right of every nation and this 
amendment affirms it clearly. 

At the same time, we call on Israel to 
distinguish between those who seek 
only to provide for their families, and 
the agents of terror who seek Israel’s 
destruction. 

Lastly, the United States must re-
main engaged in this vital region. We 
must remain actively involved in nego-
tiations. More than any other country 
in the world, we can help to bring the 
parties together. We must continue to 
do so. 

The President’s initiative to deepen 
United States involvement in the re-
gion is right for America, and it is 
right for Israel. 

The United States is—and will re-
main—Israel’s best friend. We must— 
and will—honor our commitment to 
preserve Israel’s military superiority. 
And we must continue to make clear— 
as this resolution does—that our bonds 
with Israel are unshakeable. 

We must also recognize that part of 
the war on terrorism must be to build 
productive societies. Right now, in Af-
ghanistan, we are rebuilding that coun-
try and showing Afghanistan, and the 
world, that our war is with the Taliban 
and al Qaeda, and not the Afghan peo-
ple. 

We must do the same in the terri-
tories—held rebuild the West Bank and 
repair the infrastructure of Palestinian 
society. 

In doing so, we will send a message to 
the Palestinian people and the world: 
Terrorists destroy, democracies build. 
And we will build. 

The names and the details in this res-
olution are different than those mes-
sages we received from around the 
world in those dark days last Sep-
tember. But the fundamental principle 
is the same: In the battle against ter-
rorism, the world must be united. We 
are right to send that same message 
today to our friends in Israel, and to 
all of the people in the region who long 
for peace. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
Lieberman amendment. 

Mr. President, there comes a time 
when, as leader, one has to make deci-
sions about schedule that are not al-
ways in keeping with every Senator’s 
wishes. But if anybody has looked out 
the window, they know that the storm 
which is forecast is virtually upon us. 
There are Senators who wish to catch 
airplanes prior to the time the airport 
is shut down. I have had numerous re-
quests all afternoon for a vote on the 
Lieberman amendment to accommo-
date those Senators who need to leave. 
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So while I fully appreciate the fact 

that there are some Senators who have 
yet to speak, given the circumstances 
we face weather-wise and the need for 
Senators to accommodate their sched-
ules, I have made the decision that we 
will have a vote. 

I yield the floor and suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I ask 
for the yeas and nays on the Lieberman 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays are ordered, and 

the clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. REID. I announce that the Sen-

ator from New Jersey (Mr. TORRICELLI) 
is necessarily absent. 

Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the 
Senator from North Carolina (Mr. 
HELMS), the Senator from Kentucky 
(Mr. BUNNING), and the Senator from 
Utah (Mr. BENNETT), are necessarily 
absent. 

I further announce that if present 
and voting the Senator from North 
Carolina (Mr. HELMS) and the Senator 
from Kentucky (Mr. BUNNING) would 
each vote ‘‘yea.’’ 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 94, 
nays 2, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 102 Leg.] 

YEAS—94 

Akaka 
Allard 
Allen 
Baucus 
Bayh 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Bond 
Boxer 
Breaux 
Brownback 
Burns 
Campbell 
Cantwell 
Carnahan 
Carper 
Chafee 
Cleland 
Clinton 
Cochran 
Collins 
Conrad 
Corzine 
Craig 
Crapo 
Daschle 
Dayton 
DeWine 
Dodd 
Domenici 
Dorgan 
Durbin 

Edwards 
Ensign 
Enzi 
Feingold 
Feinstein 
Fitzgerald 
Frist 
Graham 
Gramm 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hagel 
Harkin 
Hatch 
Hutchinson 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Inouye 
Jeffords 
Johnson 
Kennedy 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Kyl 
Landrieu 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lieberman 
Lincoln 
Lott 
Lugar 
McCain 

McConnell 
Mikulski 
Miller 
Murkowski 
Murray 
Nelson (FL) 
Nelson (NE) 
Nickles 
Reed 
Reid 
Roberts 
Rockefeller 
Santorum 
Sarbanes 
Schumer 
Sessions 
Shelby 
Smith (NH) 
Smith (OR) 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stabenow 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Voinovich 
Warner 
Wellstone 
Wyden 

NAYS—2 

Byrd Hollings 

NOT VOTING—4 

Bennett 
Bunning 

Helms 
Torricelli 

The amendment (No. 3389) was agreed 
to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from West Virginia is recognized. 

Mr. BYRD. Madam President, first 
let me say, I cannot understand the 
rush to act on this amendment. This is 
a resolution. It was called up today as 
an amendment to the pending legisla-
tion. I had hoped to speak before the 
vote, not that my speech would have 
made any difference insofar as other 
votes are concerned, but I wanted to 
speak before the vote. I sent word to 
the leadership that I wanted to speak 
before the vote. 

For several days I have had hearings 
scheduled in the Appropriations Com-
mittee, hearings on homeland security, 
hearings on the supplemental appro-
priations bill. Those are important 
hearings. A couple of weeks ago, the 
Appropriations Committee conducted 
hearings on the supplemental and the 
homeland security request, and we 
heard from people at the local level, 
the local responders: The firefighters, 
the policemen, the health personnel. 
We had a good hearing. 

On the day before yesterday, the 
committee continued its hearings and 
we had administration witnesses. We 
again had administration witnesses 
today. The distinguished Senator from 
Washington, who is now presiding over 
this Senate, was there today at those 
hearings. The hearings were set. They 
were announced in advance. We had im-
portant witnesses today—Secretary of 
HHS, Tommy Thompson; we had the 
Attorney General; we had the head of 
FEMA. And there was good attendance 
in the committee. Several Senators on 
both sides of the aisle were there to 
ask questions. 

All of a sudden, here comes, right out 
of the blue, this resolution expressing 
solidarity with Israel in its fight 
against terrorism. I had wanted to 
speak on that resolution before it 
passed. I am under no illusions as to 
whether or not my remarks would have 
made any difference. They would not 
have. I know that. I know that. The die 
is cast. 

On this subject, the American people 
should understand that when this sub-
ject is before the Senate, the vote can 
be predicted—any matter of this na-
ture, where Israel is involved. 

I am as much a supporter of Israel as 
any Senator in this body. I have spent 
my years, in considerable measure, 
studying about the history and the cre-
ation of that great people, God’s cho-
sen people. I have read it in the Book 
of Exodus, Leviticus, Numbers, Deuter-
onomy, Joshua, Judges, Ruth, First 
and Second Samuel, First and Second 
Kings, First and Second Chronicles, 
Ezra, Nehemiah, Esther, Job—and so 
on. I am a student of the history of this 
people. 

If the Bible were as small as the Con-
stitution, I would carry it also in my 

shirt pocket; the Old and the New Tes-
tament. So the people of Israel have no 
greater defender of their national in-
tegrity than this Senator from the 
State of West Virginia. 

But I think it was a mistake to bring 
this resolution up before this Senate at 
this time. I do not think it is very 
helpful to the efforts that are being 
made to bring the two sides together. 

As the chairman of the Appropria-
tions Committee, I know what this 
Senate every year votes by way of ap-
propriations in support of Israel. I 
know that each year, almost without 
any questions asked, we appropriate 
roughly $3 billion—$3 billion—to the 
State of Israel. We appropriate roughly 
$2 billion to the Government of Egypt. 
Those two countries count on these 
moneys as if they were entitlements. 
They count on receiving those moneys. 
Three-billion dollars. That is what the 
American taxpayers give them. 

I am not sure the American people 
are fully aware that this Government, 
this Congress, appropriates $3 billion 
every year—every year, as sure as the 
calendar rolls around—$3 billion for 
Israel, and $2 billion for Egypt. 

Despite the progress made over the 
past few days to ease tensions on the 
West bank and end the standoff over 
Yasser Arafat’s headquarters in 
Ramallah, the Middle East remains a 
tinderbox. It is a tinderbox. Even the 
slightest spark could ignite another 
conflagration. 

Why do we have to come here with 
this resolution today? Why all the 
rush? 

I informed the leadership—I will say 
it again—that I wanted to speak on 
this resolution before the vote. I will 
not make too much of that. In the an-
nals of history, that won’t even merit 
an asterisk. But, as a Senator who has 
been a Member of this body and in my 
44th year in this body, as a senior Dem-
ocrat, as the President pro tempore of 
the Senate, as one who has served as 
majority leader, as minority leader, as 
one who has served as chairman and as 
ranking member of the Senate Com-
mittee on Appropriations, I was denied 
what I asked for. I asked to speak on 
the resolution before the vote. That is 
fairly easy to interpret. That is not dif-
ficult language to understand. I was de-
nied that. 

What is the hurry? Oh, the airport 
was going to be closed. So what? There 
is a storm. Senators need to go. OK. 
Senators have a right to go when they 
want to go. I was conducting a hearing. 
It was my duty as chairman to proceed 
with that hearing. I was told that the 
need was great. I sent word that I 
wanted to speak. Finally, realizing 
that the vote might occur anyway, I 
asked Senator LEAHY to take the gavel 
in the Committee. And he had to go. I 
asked Senator STEVENS, my Republican 
counterpart, my colleague, to take the 
gavel, and continue so I could come to 
the floor and speak. When I got to my 
office, they were already into the vote 
5, 6, or 7 minutes—I don’t know. So I 
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found that the vote was already taking 
place. Well, that was unfortunate. 

This is not a time for chest-thumping 
rhetoric. This is a time for quiet diplo-
macy, measured speech, and clear di-
rection. This is not the moment for 
Congress to stir the Mideast pot. Un-
fortunately, that is just what the reso-
lution before us does. 

I am sure it is a well-intentioned res-
olution. I know there are many Mem-
bers of this body who feel passionately 
about the devastating suicide bombers 
who have caused so much chaos and 
heartbreak in Israel. I recognize that 
there are many Senators who are ach-
ing to express in some tangible way 
their support for Israel. I understand 
their anguish, and I sympathize with 
their frustration. But this is not the 
time to express that frustration. It is 
not the time. 

According to the news reports I have 
read, the White House has strongly 
urged Congress not to inflame passions 
by staging a vote on Israel. The fear is 
that even a symbolic vote by Congress 
in favor of Israel would jeopardize the 
already precarious role of the United 
States in the Middle East peace nego-
tiations and could even backfire by ag-
gravating tensions and possibly pro-
voking more violence in the Middle 
East. 

Does anyone actually believe—does 
anyone, anyone, anywhere actually be-
lieve—that the U.S. Senate needs to 
manufacture a vote to demonstrate its 
support of Israel? Do we not have an 
unblemished record of support stretch-
ing back to the founding of the State of 
Israel in 1948? 

According to the Congressional Re-
search Service, since 1976 Israel has 
been the largest—the largest—annual 
recipient of United States foreign as-
sistance and is the largest cumulative 
recipient since World War II. Since 
1985, we have provided about $3 billion 
a year to Israel in foreign assistance. If 
Israel does not know by now the depth 
of United States support and soli-
darity, it never will. 

I object not only to the timing of this 
resolution—and I believe the timing is 
fraught with peril—I also object to the 
slant of the resolution. 

Yes. The United States Senate sup-
ports the State of Israel and abhors the 
violence that has been perpetrated 
against its citizens by Palestinian sui-
cide bombers. The United States Sen-
ate also supports peace in the Middle 
East. And peace in the Middle East is a 
two-way street. Nowhere in this resolu-
tion—nowhere in this resolution—is 
Israel called upon to fulfill its role in 
working for peace in the Middle East. 

Why was this resolution written so 
hurriedly? Why was it incumbent upon 
this Senate to vote today? 

This resolution condemns Pales-
tinian suicide bombing, demands that 
the Palestinian Authority dismantle 
the terrorist infrastructure in Pales-
tinian areas, and urges all Arab States 
to act in concert with the United 
States to stop the violence. 

Where are the demands that Israel 
withdraw from Palestinian lands and 
cooperate in establishment of a Pales-
tinian State? Where is the denuncia-
tion of the destruction of homes and 
water lines and roads and basic infra-
structure in Jenin and Nablus and else-
where in the West Bank? Where is the 
expression of support for humanitarian 
and reconstruction aid to the innocent 
Palestinian victims of Israel’s incur-
sions into the West Bank? Where? 

If the Senate is serious about pro-
moting peace in the Middle East—and I 
believe to the depths of my soul that 
the Senate is serious—then we should 
leave the grandstanding to others. We 
should support the real work of peace-
keeping. For better or worse, the 
United States has been cast in the role 
of honest broker in the Middle East. 
But resolutions like this one do not en-
hance our ability to perform that role. 
The Middle East today is balanced on 
the head of a pin. This is not the time 
for the U.S. Senate to wade into the 
fray, waving an ill-timed, ill-advised, 
and one-sided resolution. 

I voted against it. 
I yield the floor. 
I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 

Senator withhold his suggestion? 
Mr. BYRD. Yes, I withhold my sug-

gestion. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

REED). The Senator from New Mexico. 
Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, the 

Senate just voted on an amendment ex-
pressing solidarity with Israel in its 
fight against terrorism. I voted for the 
amendment. But I also thought it nec-
essary to explain my views so my vote 
and my position on this current Middle 
East situation is fully understood. 

I strongly agree with the main thrust 
of the amendment as I understand it; 
that is, the United States has a histori-
cally unique relationship with Israel; 
that we condemn violence; that we con-
demn terrorist attacks; that we con-
demn the loss of innocent lives of 
Israeli citizens; and we vigorously sup-
port efforts to achieve peace in the 
Middle East. 

I have a couple of concerns that I 
want to raise, concerns with the lan-
guage of the amendment. The first con-
cern is that the language implies—or 
can be read to imply—a blanket sup-
port for any and all actions that Israel 
may choose to take in this fight 
against terrorism. 

In my view, our President was right 
when he called upon Ariel Sharon to 
immediately withdraw troops and 
Israeli forces from Palestinian terri-
tories. He first made that demand on 
April 4 of this year. He repeated the de-
mand that Israeli forces be withdrawn 
on the 6th of April. Our Secretary of 
State, Colin Powell, reiterated that po-
sition on behalf of our Government 
when he visited the Middle East on 
April 8. 

In my opinion, this recent occupation 
of Palestinian territories by Israeli 
troops is an obstacle—the continued 

occupation is an obstacle—to renewed 
negotiations for peace between Israel 
and the Palestinians. It is very much 
in the interest of everyone involved 
that Israel withdraw those troops. 

While I understand fully that Israel 
views the current situation as a strug-
gle for its very survival, a viable peace 
process requires temperance and com-
promise on both sides. A blanket state-
ment of support for any U.S. ally 
causes me concern because there are 
times—and this is one of those times— 
when the United States needs to dis-
agree with the actions of an ally, 
whether they are military actions or 
otherwise. In my view, when we believe 
our statements will serve the cause of 
peace, we should not be reluctant to 
state that disagreement. 

Long term, the only vision of peace 
that holds out hope for the Israelis and 
the Palestinians both is for Israel to 
live in a secure Israel that is not 
threatened by its neighbors and for the 
Palestinians to live in a secure Pal-
estine. In the short term, the suicide 
bombings and violence against civil-
ians in Israel must stop, and Palestin-
ians must be allowed to rebuild their 
communities and return to some sem-
blance of normalcy in their lives. The 
current violence and military reaction 
to that violence has led to a dangerous 
downward spiral that prevents any se-
rious consideration of a negotiated set-
tlement. 

I also point out one other short-
coming of the amendment that we have 
adopted; that is, that it says nothing 
about the need to assist the Pales-
tinian people to live lives marked by 
peace and a reasonable standard of liv-
ing. It is essential that the entire Pal-
estinian people not be allowed to lose 
hope that some reconciliation between 
themselves and the Israelis can be 
achieved. 

While the United States has a unique 
relationship with Israel, as the amend-
ment states, as a superpower, we also 
have a unique responsibility to bring 
the two sides together. We will lose 
that opportunity if we fail to acknowl-
edge our concern and responsibility for 
the well-being of the Palestinian peo-
ple. 

I hope very much that in the appro-
priations process which is still unfold-
ing this year in Congress, aid will be 
provided both to Israel and to help 
with the rebuilding of communities in 
the Palestinian territories. Such aid, 
hopefully, will assist not only in estab-
lishing a reliable security regime for 
Israel and for the Palestinian people 
but also help both societies to rebuild 
their social and physical infrastructure 
to provide hope for their children and 
for future generations. 

Mr. President, I would also like to 
speak briefly about trade adjustment 
assistance, which is the subject we 
have been discussing most of this week, 
prior to consideration of this amend-
ment related to Israel. 

I rise today in strong support of the 
trade adjustment assistance legislation 
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offered in the Daschle trade amend-
ment. I am extremely pleased that it 
has come to the floor and I look for-
ward to the debate over the next few 
weeks. From my perspective, this is 
legislation that takes a very signifi-
cant, positive, and long overdue step 
forward for American workers, firms, 
and communities. 

In 1962, when the Trade Expansion 
Act was being considered in Congress, 
the Kennedy administration estab-
lished a basic rule concerning inter-
national trade and American workers. 
When someone loses their job as a re-
sult of trade agreements entered into 
by the U.S. Government, we have an 
obligation to assist these Americans in 
finding new employment. 

I think this is a very simple propo-
sition really, one that recognizes that 
if the U.S. Government supports an 
open trading system, it is ultimately 
responsible for the negative impacts 
this policy has on its people. It sug-
gests that if the U.S. Government be-
lieves that an open trading system pro-
vides long-term advantages for the 
United States, the short-terms costs 
must be addressed if the policy is to 
continue and the United States is to 
remain competitive. It suggests that if 
there is a collective interest that must 
be pursued by the United States in the 
international trading system, our indi-
vidual and community interests must 
be simultaneously protected for the 
greater good of our country. 

In my view, the proposition makes 
even more sense now, as we are, unfor-
tunately, facing a very different eco-
nomic climate than we were just a few 
years ago. The way it is now, most peo-
ple who lose their jobs cannot simply 
go across the street and get the same 
kind of work. Their old jobs are gone, 
and they need something different to 
make a decent living. These are people 
who have been dedicated to their com-
panies and have played by the rules 
over the years. They deserve a program 
that creates skills, that quickly moves 
them into better jobs, that provides op-
portunities for the future, that keeps 
families and communities intact. They 
deserve something more than an apol-
ogy that this is just the way the mar-
ket works. They deserve the recogni-
tion that they are important, that they 
matter, and that we need them to 
make our country strong. There are 
people who are being hurt by trade in 
every State, and they need our support. 

My interest in this legislation was 
reinforced in 1997 in Roswell, New Mex-
ico, when the Levi-Strauss plant closed 
and I saw first hand how trade adjust-
ment assistance worked. Unfortu-
nately, the importance of the program 
has only increased over the years. In 
Las Cruces, in Albuquerque, in Questa, 
in Alamogordo, in my own hometown 
of Silver City—time and again we have 
seen the negative impacts of trade in 
my State. Since 1994, we have had over 
10,000 people in New Mexico certified 
for trade adjustment assistance. The 
number would be closer to 20,000 if we 

added secondary workers and contract 
workers. 

I know many of my colleagues on 
both sides of the aisle have similar sto-
ries from their States. Many are worse 
than my own. Department of Labor 
statistics show that since 1994 over a 
million Americans have been certified 
to receive trade adjustment assistance. 
And these are the people who are actu-
ally eligible for trade adjustment as-
sistance and have applied. There are 
literally hundreds of thousands of oth-
ers who deserve these benefits but are 
not eligible, or who are eligible but 
don’t know it. They have suffered— 
they continue to suffer—because of the 
shortcomings of existing law, and we 
need to change that. 

To reach our goal of strengthening 
existing law, we talked to the people in 
my State and other States who had 
been laid off and had a story to tell. We 
talked to the community leaders who 
had to rebuild their towns after eco-
nomic disaster had struck. We talked 
to the local organizations that had to 
work with their people to get their 
lives back on track. We listened to 
where the program worked, and where 
it hadn’t worked, and where it needed 
to be improved. We asked the GAO to 
write several reports on the program, 
so we had an objective analysis to use 
as a guideline for reform. Then, and 
only then, did we begin to write new 
legislation. 

What we have here today is the out-
come of several years of work. This 
trade adjustment assistance legislation 
was not created in a vacuum. It is not 
trade policy in the abstract. Every step 
along the way we connected real people 
to specific language in the legislation. 
Every provision has a story behind it. 
Every line in this legislation will help 
someone make his or her life better in 
communities in New Mexico and across 
the United States. 

Trade adjustment assistance is a pro-
gram that is absolutely essential—that 
much is clear from the comments I 
have heard from my colleagues on both 
sides of the aisle—but it needs to be 
changed in a way that it works more 
efficiently and effectively. I am con-
vinced the Trade Adjustment Assist-
ance Program should be both solidified 
and expanded at this time, and we need 
a stronger and more consistent safety 
net for American workers and commu-
nities. Let me quickly explain how we 
have improved the program and why 
we feel it is necessary. 

Our first objective was to combine 
existing trade adjustment assistance 
programs and harmonize their various 
requirements so they would provide 
more effective and efficient results for 
individuals who need help. Currently 
there are substantial differences in 
coverage between the Trade Adjust-
ment Assistance Program and the 
NAFTA Trade Adjustment Assistance 
Program, and we make sure those dif-
ferences are eliminated in the bill. We 
have taken the NAFTA Trade Adjust-
ment Assistance program as a model 

and expanded available allowances 
from 52 to 78 weeks. This allows indi-
viduals to enroll in the specific kind of 
program they need to get a new job. 

We have also expanded coverage to 
secondary workers and workers im-
pacted by shifts in production to any 
country. Currently these categories of 
workers are only covered under the 
NAFTA Trade Adjustment Assistance 
Program, not the Trade Adjustment 
Assistance Program, and we feel this 
distinction is both artificial and arbi-
trary. In an international economy, 
there is simply no logical reason that 
coverage should be limited to individ-
uals dislocated by trade with Mexico 
and Canada alone. Basic fairness and 
common sense dictates that anyone 
hurt by trade deserves the same treat-
ment as that which is currently avail-
able under NAFTA trade adjustment 
assistance. 

Our second objective was to address 
the issue of health care in a way that 
makes a substantial difference in peo-
ple’s lives. Currently individuals cer-
tified for trade adjustment assistance 
only receive in the range of $250 a 
week. Then they must make a choice 
between paying for the range of ex-
penses—health care, rents and mort-
gages, childcare, education, transpor-
tation, and so on—that they face in 
their daily lives. This is especially dif-
ficult when they are enrolled in the 
training they need to get a new job. 
Realistically, they must sacrifice 
something, and frequently the first 
thing they sacrifice is their health 
care. 

This can’t continue. We have ad-
dressed this problem by providing a 73 
percent advanceable, refundable tax 
credit towards COBRA coverage, the 
purchase of State-based insurance cov-
erage, or, for those currently pur-
chasing individual insurance, coverage 
through the individual market. 

Our third objective was to encourage 
greater cooperation between Federal, 
regional, and local agencies that han-
dle individuals receiving trade adjust-
ment assistance. Currently, individuals 
who are receiving trade adjustment as-
sistance obtain counseling from Work-
force Investment Act one-stop shops in 
their region, but typically receive no 
information other than that related to 
their allowances and training. No in-
formation is given concerning assist-
ance and funds available through other 
Federal Departments and agencies. 
This means most people have no real 
idea of what options are available to 
them. 

To increase coordination between 
Federal and State agencies and in-
crease the availability of information 
for trade adjustment assistance recipi-
ents, we have created an inter-agency 
working group on trade adjustment as-
sistance and established stronger links 
between the Trade Adjustment Assist-
ance Program and the Workforce In-
vestment Act one-stop shops. This way 
the state-based delivery system re-
mains intact but response times to 
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trade adjustment assistance applica-
tions will be quicker and more effec-
tive. 

Our fourth objective was to recognize 
the direct correlation between job dis-
location, job training, and economic 
development, especially in commu-
nities that have been hit hard by trade. 
Currently, trade adjustment assistance 
focuses specifically on individual re-
training, but does not address the pos-
sibility that unemployment might be 
so high in a community that jobs are 
not available once an individual has 
completed a training program. 

To fix this problem, we created a 
community Trade Adjustment Assist-
ance Program, based at the Depart-
ment of Commerce, specifically de-
signed to provide strategic planning as-
sistance and economic development 
funding to communities that have suf-
fered substantially from a trade-re-
lated economic downturn. Signifi-
cantly, this is a bottom-up approach, 
as we emphasized the responsibility of 
local agencies and organizations to cre-
ate a community-based recovery plan 
that fits the economic needs of their 
region. 

Our fifth objective was to help family 
farmers and ranchers. At present, trade 
adjustment assistance is available for 
employees of agricultural firms, but 
only when they become unemployed. 
This doesn’t help family farmers and 
ranchers since they can’t lose their job, 
there is no way for them to become eli-
gible for trade adjustment assistance. 

We fix this problem by offering trade 
adjustment assistance allowances to 
family farmers and ranchers but allow 
them to opt out of the training pro-
gram. This allows them to keep their 
land and get through the hard times 
that come as a result of international 
trade. 

The administration has focused their 
efforts on obtaining fast-track author-
ity, stating that it is necessary for the 
United States to continue its leader-
ship role in the international system. I 
do not disagree with the view that new, 
more comprehensive trade agreements 
will help U.S. corporations become 
more competitive in the international 
market. I am prepared to vote for an 
acceptable fast-track bill, as I think it 
is a valuable tool in opening the mar-
kets of other countries. But I will vote 
for fast-track only if a strong Trade 
Adjustment Assistance Program is part 
of the package. I think it is unaccept-
able to move forward on new trade 
agreements if we do not address the 
problems that American workers and 
communities face at this time. 

I look forward to working with my 
colleagues and the administration to 
get a meaningful trade package 
through the Senate and to the Presi-
dent for signature. 

I yield the floor and suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I heard the 
senior Senator from Utah speak this 
afternoon. I wanted to respond to what 
he said, but I didn’t have that oppor-
tunity because of the intervening 
events. The Senator from Utah and I 
are good friends. I think the world of 
Senator HATCH. But I think on this 
issue regarding trade he is absolutely 
wrong. I say that because the trade bill 
has been laid down. There are a number 
of important issues in it. In fact, one of 
the few things I really support is what 
is being done to try to protect the 
steelworkers. 

First of all, what is in this bill is 
very modest. It covers 1 year of retire-
ment for steelworkers. When these peo-
ple worked in the steel mills, they were 
promised they would have retirement 
benefits. Those retirement benefits are 
now gone. I bet those bosses who 
worked at the steel companies have 
pensions. 

The people who oppose this legisla-
tion, and have a filibuster going on it 
now, should do what they have to do. If 
they don’t like that part of the bill, 
move to strike it. Let’s debate it on 
the floor and find out who has the most 
votes. Don’t filibuster the bill. This is 
a bill the President says is a most im-
portant bill. I don’t necessarily agree 
with his priorities, but that is what he 
said. 

So it seems somewhat unusual to me 
that members of his own party are 
holding up this legislation. The first 
amendment is up and we cannot vote 
on it; there is a filibuster. We have all 
been through the energy bill, and we 
know how long that was held up. We 
were finally able to pass that. We want 
to bring up hate crimes; they will not 
let us do that. 

Terrorism insurance, I have spoken 
on this floor several times about the 
importance of that terrorism insur-
ance. Realtors, developers, bankers, 
and people in the financial markets say 
that is extremely important. 

The Secretary of the Treasury for the 
United States testified this week that 
if that is not passed, it will have at 
least a 1-percent effect on the gross do-
mestic product of this country. Now, 
my friend, the Presiding Officer, Sen-
ator REED, is chairman of the Joint 
Economic Committee, which renders 
reports to the Senate on a frequent 
basis about the state of the economy of 
this country. Whether the Secretary is 
right or not, I think it is something we 
should take into consideration. 

We on the Democratic side have 
agreed to have this legislation go for-
ward. We have tried everything we can 
to bring it to the floor. We have even 
agreed to have four amendments. So I 
hope everybody understands that we 
want this legislation to go forward. 
There isn’t a single Democrat holding 
up this legislation. 

I hope the President and the people 
who work with him will send a message 
to the Republican Senators that this 
terrorism insurance should be passed. I 
hope we can get that done as quickly 
as possible. People are awaiting con-
struction projects, some are even talk-
ing about stopping some of it. We have 
a large shopping center in Las Vegas, 
one of the largest construction 
projects; it is in a mall. There are a lot 
of stores there. They are talking about 
stopping in the middle of construction 
because they can’t get a continuation 
of their insurance. 

So I hope the President will do that 
during the break we have. We don’t 
need to be involved in a filibuster on 
the trade legislation. We need to move 
forward with hate crimes, terrorism in-
surance, and so many other items. I 
hope we can do that as soon as pos-
sible. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk pro-

ceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. DASCHLE. I ask unanimous con-

sent that the order for the quorum call 
be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, mo-
mentarily we will take up a unanimous 
consent request that will accommodate 
a debate on the farm bill conference re-
port. As I understand it, the distin-
guished Republican leader is on his 
way to the Chamber. Let me comment 
briefly on a couple of scheduling mat-
ters. 

I know the assistant Democratic 
leader has talked on several occasions 
and has offered unanimous consent 
agreements on terrorism insurance. We 
would be prepared, once again, to offer 
a unanimous consent agreement on ter-
rorism insurance, but I hear our Re-
publican colleagues continue to object. 
We have said on many occasions we are 
prepared to go to the floor proce-
durally, have a debate on any one of a 
number of questions relating directly 
or indirectly to terrorism insurance, 
but for whatever reason, our Repub-
lican colleagues continue to refuse to 
allow that debate and that consider-
ation. This has been an ongoing effort. 

We have made many attempts to sat-
isfy those certain Senators on the 
other side who proclaim interest and 
support for terrorism insurance, but we 
have been unable to satisfy their ob-
struction—I use that word with full ap-
preciation of its definition—their ob-
struction when it comes to an impor-
tant matter such as this. We will con-
tinue to try to talk with our colleagues 
in an effort to come to some conclusion 
procedurally, but I must say there is 
growing frustration on our part that 
we have not been able to proceed. 

The same could be said for the con-
ference report on the farm bill. I have 
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